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SENATE 
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1955 

The ·chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Thou God and Father of us all: 
From all the tradnions which separate 
us and write our names in different 
camps of thought and conviction, we 
pause for the upward look which makes 
us one in solemn yet glad communion 
with Thee. When together we face the 
things that matter most, and a reveal
ing sense of Thy eternity seizes us, we. 
pour contempt on our pride of opinion· 
and accomplishment; we lay aside our 
haughty self-sufficiency, .. and humbly 
pray that we may keep step with Thy 
will for us and for . all Thy children. 

In this night of human tragedy, no. 
matter of what else the ebbing years 
may rob us, grant us courage in the 
midst of fear, faith amid the mists of 
doubt, and hope like a beacon amid the. 
encircling gloom of despair. Teach us 
so to live and so to toil and so to play 
our part -in this age on ages telling that, 
doing the right as Thou dost give us to 
see the right, we may face with clear 
conscience the gaze of our contempo
raries and the judgment of posterity. 
We ask it in the dear Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the-proceedings- of Tuesday, 
February 15, 1955, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT-. 
APPROVAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of ·the United states were com-) 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
ene of. his secretaries, and he announced. 
that on February 15, 1955, the Presi
dent had approved and signed the joint 
resolution <S. J. Res. 14) extending an 
invitation to the International Olympic 
Committee to hold the 1960 Olympic 
games at Detroit, Mich. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill <H. R. 3828) to adjust the 
salaries of judges of United States courts, 
United States attorneys, Members of 
Congress, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF UNITED STATES 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 

before the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
which was read, and, with the accom-

pany.ing report, referred to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith the Annual Re

port of the United States Civil Service 
Commission for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 1954. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, Febr'!£ary 16, 1955. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 

before the eenate messages from the. 
President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations, and withdraw
ing the nomination of Luther V. Taylor, 

·Sr., to be postmaster at Belmont, Miss., 
which nominating messages were re
ferred to -the appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the junior Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] and the 
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] be excused from attendance 
on the sessions of the Senate next week 
to attend the atomic energy tests in 
Nevada. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the senior Senator from Maine [Mrs.· 
SMITH], I ask unanimous consent that 
she be excused from attendance on the 
sessions of the Senate for the period of 
her absence during her visit in the Far 
East. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
C?Ut objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSIONS 

On request of -Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee. 
on Internal Security of the Committee on 
the Judiciary was authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that while the Sen
ate is in session the Committee on the 
District of Columbia be permitted to 
meet during the next 2 weeks as fre
quently as inay be necessary in order to 
conduct hearings on the bill <S. 669) to 
provide an elected mayor, city council, 
school board, and nonvoting delegate to 
the House of Representatives for the 
District of Columbia, and for other. 
purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, under 
the rule there will be a morning hour for 
the presentation of petitions and me
morials, the introduction of bills, and 
other routine matters, and I ask unani-

mous consent that any statements made 
in connection therewith be limited to 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
REPORT ENTITLED "RESEARCH AND DEVELOP• 

MENT PROCUREMENT ACTION REPORT" 
A letter from the Director, Legislative 

Liaison, Department of the Air Force, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a confidential semi
annual report entitled "Research and De
velopment Procurement Action Report," for 
the period July 1 to Decemb3r 31, 1934 
(with an accompanying report); to the Cam
Illi ttee on Armed Services. 
AUDIT REPORT ON NATIONAL FUND FOR MEDICAL 

EDUCATION 
A letter from the executive vice president, 

National Fund for Medical Education, New 
York, N. Y., transmitting, pursuant to law, 
an audit report on that fund, for the year 
ended December 31, 1954 (with an accom
panying report) ; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented and referred as in
dicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
Two joint resolutions of the Legislature of 

the State of Oregon; to the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

"House Joint Memorial 2 
"To the Honorable Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America, in Congress assembled: · 
"We, -your memorialist, the Senate-an<i the . 

House of Representatives of the State of 
Oregon, .in legislative session assembled, most 
reEp.ectfully . represent and petition .as 
~~~= -

"Whereas the Federal Government, 
through its construction of multiple-purpose 
projects, has become a major supplier of elec
tric power to the Pacific Northwest; and 

"Whereas the present and continuing 
growth of the region, including Oregon, re
quires the further and immediate develop
ment of its low-cost power potential in order 
to provide the energy base for industries, job 
opportunities, and the needs of its people; 
and 

"Whereas the John Day project on the 
Columbia River between Oregon and Wash
ington ls one of the major integral units in 
the overall plan of comprehensive develop-_ 
ment of the Columbia River and has already 
been authorized and approved as such by the 
Congress of the United States (81st Cong., 
2d sess., House Document No. 531); and 

"Whereas its construction will complete 
slack water navigation from the mouth of 
the Columbia River to Pasco, Wash., a dis
tance of some 328 miles; and · 

"Whereas it will provide approximately 
500,000 acre-feet of storage for flood-control 
purposes and will also provide irrigation and 
recreational benefits; and 

"Whereas such project will produce in 
excess of 1,100,000 kilowatts of low-cost 
power, fully integrated with the Federal grid 
and the Northwest power pool and close to 
Oregon load centers; and 

"Whereas the growth of the region re
quires over 500,000 kilowatts of new power 
capacity annually and such multipurpose 
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projects as John Day must be started imme
diately in order to be completed and to avoid 
a serious power shoctage by the early 1960's; 
and 

"Whereas various local public utility agen
cies have offered to advance funds toward 
the preliminary engineering and planning 
costs of John Day and have indicated a will
ingness to advance over one-half the esti
mated cost of the project to expedite its con
struction by the United States as a Federal 
project: Now, therefore, be it 

'.'Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of Oregon (the Senate jointly 
concurring therein) , That the Congress of 
the United States be and it hereby is 
memorialized to (a) appropriate immediately 
the funds necessary to enable the Corps of 
Engineers to complete the preliminary in
vestigations and planning for the John Day 
project; and (b) indicate its intention to 
build the John Day project promptly and 
solely with Federal funds by making the 
necesEary appropriation to start construction 
immediately upon completing the prelim
inary planning or, in the alternative, enact 
without delay such enabling legislation as is 
required to permit local agencies to advance 
funds, under appropriate arrangements with 
the United States, so that construction of 
such project by the Federal Government can 
be initiated immediately; be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of state of 
the State of Oregon be and hereby is. directed 
to send a copy of this memorial to the Presi
dent of the United States, to the Honorable 
Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior of 
the United States, to the President and Chief 
Clerk of the United States Senate, to· the 
Speaker and the Chief Clerk of the House of 
Representatives of the United States, and to 
each Member of the Congress. -

"Adopted by house January 28, 1955: 
"E. A. GEARY, 

"Speaker of House. 
"Adopted by senate Fe!Jruary 8, 1955: 

"ELMO E. SMITH, 
"President of Senate. 

"House Joint Memorial 3 
"To the Honorable Senate and House. of Rep

resentatives of the United · States of 
America, in Congress assembled: 

''We, your memorialists, the ·48th Leg
islative Assembly of the State of Oregon, 
in legislative session assembled, most re
spectfully represent and petition as follows: 

"Whereas the control of fioods in the Wil
lamette River Basin has long been recog
nized by the Congress to be necessary and 
desirable; and · 

"Whereas certain river control · projects 
have been built by the United States and are 
in service within the Willamette drainage 
area; and · 

"Whereas the early construction of other 
f_lood-control facilities on certain tributary 
streams is urgently needed to balance opera
tion of already existing facilities and there
by check recurring and aggravated damage 
to lands and property adjacent to the princi
pal uncontrolled streams; and 

"Whereas the Green Peter fiood-control 
project on the Middle Fork of the Santiam 
River and the Cougar project on the McKen- · 
zie River are among the most urgently needed 
to round out the Willamette Basin river-con
trol program; and 

"Whereas full utilization of the hydroelec
tric power potential of the Green Peter and 
Cougar sites would add 120,000 kilowatts of 
electric generating capacity at strategic 
points in an area where power requirements 
are rapidly increasing; and 

"Whereas local electric utilities, 1 mu
nicipal and 1 private, have shown willing
ness to finance and construct such electric 
facilities as an integral and coordinated part 
of the desired fiood-control plan, thereby re
lieving the United States Government-of that 
part of the costs: Now, therefore, be it 

.. Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of oregon (the Senate jointly 
concurring therein), That the Congress of 
the United States be and it hereby is me
morializing to make available funds to be
gin the planning and construction of the 
fiood-control facilities needed at the Green 
Peter and Cougar projects and, at the same 
time, authorize the licensing by the Federal 
Power Commission of hydroelectric installa
tions to be financed and constructed by lo
cal agencies in harmony with the overall 
Willamette River Basin development plan; 
be it further 

" Resolved, That the secretary of state of 
the State of Oregon be and hereby is directed 
to send a copy of this memorial to the Presi
dent of the United States, to Douglas Mc
Kay, Secretary of the Interior of the United 
States, to the ·President and Chief Clerk of 
the United States Senate, to the Speaker and 
the Chief Clerk of the House of Representa- . 
tives of the United States, and to each Mem
ber of the Congress. 

"Adopted by house January 25, 1955: 
"E. A. GEARY, 

"Speaker of House. 
"Adopted by senate February 8, 1955: 

"ELMO E. SMITH, 
"President of Senate!' 

By Mr. LANGER: 
A resolution of the Senate of the State of 

North Dakota; to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry: 

"Senate Resolution 5 
"Resolution requesting procedures by the 

Commodity Credit Corporation when belt 
run sampling is had on grain for terminal 
st orage 
"Whereas fiax is one of the most important 

cash crops in this State; and 
· "Whereas the Commodity CJ;edit Corpora
tion apparently may arbitrarily determine 
to have Federal inspection based on a belt 
run sample of grain for terminal delivery, 
resulting often in a much greater percentage 
of dockage than was evident at the country 
elevator by usual tests, resulting in a loss to 
the country buyer: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
North Dakota, That when such belt run sam
pling is had by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration and there. appears to be substantial 
disagreement with the country elevator test, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation be re
quested to advise the shipper, and hold such 
grain shipment, pending negotiations with 
the shipper for tests to be made by other 
accepted trade methods; be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution, 
properly authenticated, be transmitted by 
the secretary of state to the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the head of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and to the Members of 
the North Dakota delegation in Congress. 

" C. P. DAHL, 
"President of the Senate. 

''EDWARD LEND, 
"Secretary of the Senate." 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of North Dakota; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

"House Concurrent ResolutionS 
''Concurrent resolution memorializing the 

President of the United States to continue 
service of Northwest Airlines to Honolulu 
"Whereas the State of North Dakota has 

enjoyed a growing volume of trade and com
merce with the Hawaiian Islands through 
the direct one-carrier service of Northwest 
Airlines to Honolulu; and 

"Whereas the elimination of said service 
will abruptly halt this development and ad
versely affect the economy of North Dakota 
and the upper midwest: Now, therefore, be it 

''Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of North Dakota (the senate 
concurring therein), That the President of 
the United States be respectfully urged to 

reconsider his decision to discontinue such 
service in the light of the ·best interests of 
the people of the State of North Dakota; be 
it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resol~tion be 
forwarded by the chief clerk of the house 
of representatives to the President of the 
United States and the North Dakota con
gressional delegation. 

''K. A. FITCH, 
"Speaker of the House. 

"I<ENNETH L. MORGAN' 
"Chief Clerk of the House. 

"C. P. DAHL, . 
"President of the Senate. 

''EDWARD LENQ, 
"Secretary of the Senate." 

RESOLUTIONS OF GENERAL ASS~M
BLY OF RHODE ISLAND 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself, .and my _colleague, the junior 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAs
TORE], I present, for -appropriate refer
ence, and ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, two resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly of 
Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolutions will be received and appro
priately referred; . and, under the rule, 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The resolutions, presented by Mr. 
GREEN (for himself and Mr. PASTORE), 
were received, appropriately referred, 
and, under the rule, ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as indicated: 

To the Committee on Finance: 
"Resolution requesting the Senators and 

Representatives from· Rhode Island in the 
Congress of the United States to take the 
proper steps necessary to protect and pre
serve the Rhode Island lace-manufacturing 
industry · 
"Whereas the American lace-manufactur

ing industry, 54 of whose 80 plants are lo
cated in Rhode Island, has suffered and still 
suffers increasingly serious difficulties as a 
result of tariff reductions effectuated under 
the trade agreement with France which be
came effective June 15, 1936;. and 

"Whereas reductions in tariffs since that 
date have driven the manufacture of veilings 
in America completely out and badly handi
capped the m~nufacture of bobbinet and all 
other products of lace machines; and 

"Whereas in addition to the above circum
stances under which the industry has suf
fered grave injury, there is at present before 
the Congress a bill, H. R. 1, which would 
grant the Executive the right to reduce to 
50 percent all tariffs that are over 50 percent 
of the value of the imported goods and reduce 
all other ·tariffs 15 percent at the rate of 5 
percent per year for 3 years; and 

"Whereas French and other foreign officials 
are already drawing up lists of duties they 
wish cut, including lace duties, in the event 
of passage of H. R. 1; and · 

"Whereas any further reduction in duties 
on lace may well mean the annihilation of 
the American lace-manufacturing industry 
and the loss of employment by its thousands 
of skilled employees, many of whom are lo
cated in Rhode Island: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That the Senators and Repre
sentatives from Rhode Island in the Con
gress of the United States be and they are 
hereby urgently requested to take the proper 
steps necessary to protect and preserve the 
Rhode Island lace-manufacturing industry; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That duly certified copies of 
this resolution be transmitted by the sec
retary of state to the Senators and Repre
sentatives from Rhode Island in the Congress 
of the United States." 



'1955. CONGRESSIONAL RECORo·...:...:sENATE 1703 
To the Committee on· Public Works: · t · 

''Resolution memorializing Congress to 
implement and execute plans and recom
mendations of the Corps of Army Engi· 
neers ·relative to the dredging of Bullock 
Cove in the town of East Providence 
"Whereas the Corps of Army Engineers has 

submitted plans and recommendations to 
the Congress of the United States for the 
dredging and improvement of Bullock Cove, 
so-called, in the town of East Providence to 
the end that a protected mooring basin may 
be created at such site; and 

"Whereas the implementation of the afore· 
said improvements and protection of said 
Bullock Cove would be useful and instru
mental in protecting property of citizens of 
the town of Eiist Providence who resi~e 
adjacent to the shoreline of said cove, which 
said property · has been severely damaged 
and its very existence threatened by the dep
redations of hurricane Carol; and . 

"Whereas if said cove is not protected in 
accordance with the recommendations of the 
Army engineers, it is feared tpat much of 
said property could not withstand the on
slaught of additional storms of gale or hurri· 
cane proportions; and · 

"Whereas Bullock Cove has been, during 
previous world ·wars, a center of defense, 
vessel construction, including warships of 
the minesweeper class, and is now the site· 
of two boat-construction yards; and 

"Whereas said cove will no longer be suit
able for such important industrial and de
fense uses in the event ·that the said 
recommendations of the Army engineers are 
not speedily implemented; and 

"Whereas said Bullock Cove has been and 
now is a center for a sizable fishing fieet 
which has now been deprived of facilities 

· for fueling, loading mooring by the effects 
of said hurricane; and 

."Whereas said fishing industry, which is 
centered in said Bullock Cove, ,will be seri
ously impaired in the absence· of the dredg
ing and improvement of said cove; and 

"Whereas it is feared by numerous citizens 
of this State and particularly of the town of 
;East Providence, that Congress may not 
~ppropriate sufficient funds to implement 
and execute the plans and recommendations 
of the Army engineers relative to the dredg
ing of Bullock Cove in the town. of East 
Providence: Now, therefore, be it 
· "Resolved, That the State of Rhode Island, 
through the general assembly, now requests 
the Congress of the United States to give 
favorable consideration to the implementa
tion and execution of the plans submitted 
by ' the Corps of Army Engineers relative to 
the dredging of Bullock Cove and the im
provement thereof and the creation at said 
~ite of a protected harbor of refuge; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That the Senators and Repre
sentatives from Rhode Island in said Con
gress be, and they hereby are, earnestly 
requested to use their concerted effort to 
bring about the implementation and execu
tion of said plans and recommendations; 
and be 1 t further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of state be, 
and he is hereby authorized to transmit to 
th~ Sena,tors and Representatives from 
Rhode Island in the Congress of the Unl ted 
ptates duly certified copies o.f this resolution." 

RESOLUTIONS OF NORTH DAKOTA 
TURKEY FEDERATION 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre
sent, for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, two resolutions adopted by 
the North Dakota Turkey Federation, 
relating to the turkey industry. 

There being no objectlon, the resolu
tions were referred to the Committee on 

Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Resolution 1 
Whereas turkey production has been un

profitable due to the fact that the turkey 
producers have been caught in a squeeze 
between supported grain prices and unsup- · 
ported turkey prices: Therefore be it 

Resolved, The North Dakota Turkey Fed
eration strongly urges the Secretary of Agri
culture to make available directly to all 
turkey, poultry, and livestock growers light 
weight wheat and supported feed grains at 
a price 50 percent lower than the loan value. 

Resolution 3 
Whereas the turkey growers of North Da

kota believe in free enterprise and individ
ual initiative; and 

Whereas there is agitation from certai-n 
quarters for price supports and quota con
trols: Therefore be it 

Resolved, We of the North Dakota Turkey 
Federation request the Secretary of Agricul
ture to refrain from interferring with the 
turkey industry in any manner. We ask that 
he do not apply quotas or price supports of 
any kind. 

IRVING J. MoRK, 
Executive Secretary, North Dakota 

Turkey Federation. 

RESOLUTION OF ASSOCIATION OF 
CLERKS OF THE DISTRICT 
COURTS OF MINNESOTA 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

present, for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, a resolution adopted by 
the Association of Clerks of the District 
Courts of Minnesota, relating to the en
forcement of judgments in certain cases. 
· There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered 
to. be printed in the REcORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION OF THE ASSOCIAT;ION OF CLERKS OF 

THE DISTRICT COURTS OF MINNESOTA 
Resolution for the amendment of the Sol

diers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940, 
as amended 
Whereas, under the provisions of the Sol

diers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940, 
as amended, the period of limitation for the 
enforcement of a judgment is extended for 
a period depending on certain factors in the 
case in question; and 

Whereas the records and files of the office 
of the clerk of the court, in which such 
judgment is entered, does not contain in
formation to indicate which judgments are 
so extended, as to the period of limitation 
by reason of this act, makes it necessary to 
continue all judgments as unexpired as to 
the limitation period and to search such 
judgment records and to certify as to exist
ence, or nonexistence, of such judgments 
for the statutory limitation period prior to 
the enactment of the Soldiers' and Sailors' 
Civil Relief Act of 1940; and 

Whereas for the reason above stated, the 
judgment dockets in the clerk of court 
offices have become voluminous, as a result 
of the vast majority of such judgments 
not affected by the provisions of such act, 
but which are continued in the judgment 
dockets for lack of information in the files 
and records to indicate which affect military 
personnel, although they have, in fact, ex
pired under the statutory period of limita
tion; and 
. Whereas an amendment to said act, to 
require the filing of affirmative informa
tion, in the specific file concerned, as to 
the ;military service of the judgment debtor, 
or creditor, would retain the protective fea-

tures of the act, and ·enable the clerks of 
court to remove the jud.gments, which have 
in fact expired from the current judgment 
dockets, and would permit more accurate 
and practical searching for and certification 
of such judgment dockets: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Association of Clerks of 
the District Courts of Minnesota, in conven
tion assembled in the city of St. Paul, Minn., 
on the 21st day of January 1955, That the 
Congress of the United States so amend the 
Soldiers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940, 
~s amended, to provide that in all cases 
where the period of limitation for the en
forcement of a judgment in any State is 
extended by reason of the military service 
of the judgment debtor, or judgment credi
tor, such judgment shall not constitute a 
lic~n against any property of the judgment 
debtor beyond the normal period of limi
tation unless within such limitation pe.:. 
riod, the .judgment creditor shall file, or cause 
to be filed, in the office of the clerk of the 
court where such judgment is entered an 
affidavit affirmatively setting forth the facts, 
as to the military service of the judgment 
debtor, and, to the best of his information 
and belief, the date of his entry into such 
service, length of such service, date of dis
charge or other termination of such service, 
and any other material information. 

EDNY D. DIBBLE, 
President. 

OLIVE PETERSON, 
Secretary. 

ELIMINATION OF APPENDIX VOL
UME F'ROM BOUND SET OF CON· 
GRESSIONAL RECORD 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

am in receipt of a letter from the Wash
ington director of the American Library 
Association, relating to a resolution 
adopted by the Joint Committee on 
Printing on June 22, 1953, pertaining to 
the elimination of the Appendix volume 
from the bound set of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent that 
the letter may be printed in the RECORD, 
and appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, tbe letter 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration; and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 3, 1955. 

The Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The resolution 

passed by the Joint Committee on Printing 
in the 83d Congress which eliminated the 
Appendix volume from the bound set of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD iS Causing grave COn• 
sequences to libraries in their service to the 
public. According to the resolution "all 
extraneous matter, including but not limited 
to newspaper and magazine articles, edi
torials, addresses, radio programs, commen
tators' stories, resolutions from organiza
tions and individuals, letters from constit
uents, etc., together with Members' remarks 
preceding same, appearing in the Appendix 
of the daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, shall be 
omitted from the permanent form of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD." 

Libraries are responsible for the preserva
tion of material and the subsequent recourse 
to it. The deletion of material from the 
bound volumes after once being printed in 
the daily RECORD requires a library to retain 
both the bound volumes and the daily for 
the complete record. The paper backed daily 
RECORD is not easily preserved for library use. 
Too, the necessity for having two sets of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on band to serve the 
public poses a terrific housing problem for 
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libraries, not to ine~tion the added e:x:pense 
of binding the daily RECoRD. 

The bound volumes of the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for the 2d session of the 83d Con
gress were printed with no listing of the 
material deleted. There is no way by which 
you can locate this information unless you 
could have access to a set of the daily RECORD. 
Since this printing is completed, it is the 
suggestion of the American Library Associa
tion that a separate index of this material 
be prepared and sent to subscribers of the 
bound CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. Material 
should not be deleted after printing without 
some record of what happened to it. 

lt would also be the hope of the American 
Library Association that the Joint Commit
tee on Printing might again consider the 
question of amount and kinds of material 
which go into the daily RECORD. Once 
printed in the daily RECORD libraries feel 
tnat all material should be retained in the 
bound volume. To lil;>r!i'-rians this is a vi_tal 
problem. It is our hope that you can assist 
in bringing about a reconsideration of the 
resolution of June 22, 1953, by the Joint 
Committee on Printing. 

Sincerely, 
JULIA D. BENNETT, 

Director, ALA Vlashington Office. 

PENSION BENEFITS-LETTER AND 
RESOLUTION 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I present 
and ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the contents of a 
letter I have received from the chairman 
of the fourth district service board, Min· 
nesota department of the American Le· 
gion, together· with a resolution adopted 
by the fourth district post service offi
cers relative to establishing pension 
benefits for widows and dependents of 
deceased World War II and Korean vet· 
erans on the same basis as are now 
available to widows and dependents of 
veterans of World War I. · 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolution were ordered to be printed 
in the REcORD, as follows: 

ST. PAUL, MINN., February 11, 1955. 
Senator EDWARD THYE, 

Washington, D. c. 
DEAR SENATOR THYE: I am writing you at 

the request of the· American Legion post 
service officers in the fourth district. There 
are 40 Legion posts in this district each of 
which is represented by a service officer 
whose primary responsibility is to assist dis
abled veterans, their widows, and dependents. 

The service officers report that they are 
running into many dependents of deceased 
World War II and Korean veterans, in their 
particular neighborhoods, who are suffering 
hardship because of their inability to qualify 
for ·pension. Many of these dependents are 
convinced that the deceased veteran was suf
f-ering from a service-connected disability at· 
date of death but their conviction is almost 
valueless in view of the difficulty of estab
lishing service-connection when the only 
man who knows all the facts is gone. There 
are also a number of cases where it appears 
the veteran's death was probably caused by 
a service-connected disability. The difficul
ties of proof are the same in these cases, 
though explanation to the dependents is 
more difficult. 

The service officers solicit your support of 
this legislation and request that you do 
everything possible to secure its passage. 

You will find a resolution enclosed which 
expresses the views of Legion members in the 
fourth district of Minnesota. 

Sincerely yours, 
TH.OMAS MALONE, 

Chairman, Fourth District Service Board. 

Whereas widows and chi1dren of World 
War II and Korean veterans are not entitled, 
under existing laws and regulations, to a 
pension from the United States unless the 
deceased veteran was suffering from a dis
ablity established as service-connected; and 

Whereas many widows and children of 
World War II and Korean veterans are in 
need of this pension but because of existing 
laws and regulations their applications for 
such are denied forcing them to forego the 
necessities of .life and accept public relief 
in order to exist, and 

Whereas the people of this Nation through 
their elected representatives have granted 
the right to pension to widows and children 
of World War I veterans even though such 
deceased veterans did not protect the rights 
of their dependents by proving the existence 
of a service-connected disability: Now, there
fore, be it 

"Resolved, by the post service officers, 
fourth district, American Legion, Department 
of Minnesota, That they favor and strongly 
urge that the Congress of the United States 
pass legislation giving to widows and chil
dren of World War II and Korean veterans 
the same rights to a pension as are now 
posessed by widows and children of World 
War I veterans. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. SMITH. of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. IVES, Mr. BENDER, Mr. 
THYE,· Mr. DUFF, Mr. SALTONSTALL, 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey, and Mr. 
BusH): 

S. 1091. A bill to provide for assistance 
to States in their efforts to promote, estab
lish, and maintain safe wor:~ places and · 
practices in industry, thereby reducing hu
man suffering and financial loss and in
creasing production through safeguarding 
available manpower; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey when he introduced the above bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. DffiKSEN: 
S. 1092. A bill to provide for the issuance 

of a special postage stamp in commemora
tion of the 100th anniversary of Illinois State 
Normal University; to the .Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BEALL (for himself, Mr. 
NEELY,- and Mr. McNAMARA) : 

S. 1093. A bill to fix and regulate the 
salaries of teachers, school officers, and other 
employees of the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BEALL when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
S. 1094. A bill to amend section 402 of the 

Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act, 
approved September 1, 1954; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. McNAMARA: 
S. 1095. A bill to extend the time within 

which local educational agencies may com
plete applications for payments under Pub
lic Law 815 in certain hardship cases; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare; 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 
- S. 1096. A bill fo~ the relief of John Lloyd 
Smelcer; and 

S. 1097. A· bill for the relief of Clorimondo 
Mancia; to the ·committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NEUBERGER: 
S. 1098. A bill to amend the act of July 

31, 1947, as amended, to provide for the 

disposition of certain materials on 1an.ds 
within national forests, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 
· (See the remarks of Mr. NEUBERGER when 

he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading:) 

By Mr. GREEN: 
s . 1099. A bill to amend the Army and Air 

Force Vitalization and Retirement Equaliza
tion Act of 1948 to correct injustice and to 
provide for the payment of certain amounts 
of compensation to officers who were found 
under the provisions of that act to have been 
removed from the active list of the Army 
without justification and who were subse
quently restored to the active list or ad
vanced on the retired list; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
S. 1100. A bill for the relief of Lieselotte 

Helmholz; 
.s. 1101. A bill for the relief Qf : Martino 

Palmeri; 
s. 1102. A bill for the relief of August 

Cohn; 
s. 1103. A bill for the relief of Frank 

Novacek and Zore Novacek; and 
S. 1104. A ·bill for the relief of Zoltan Klar 

and his wife, Vilma Hartmann Klar, and their 
minor son, Tibor Klar; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. · · 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
S. 1105. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Liese.; 

lotte Emilie Dailey; to ·the ·committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa (for himself 
and Mr. HICKENLOOPER): . 

S. 1106. A bill for the relief of Pak-Chue 
Chan·, Oi-Jen Tsin Chan (nee Tsin), Ch'ee 
Tao Chan, and Wai May Chan; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THURMOND: . 
. S. 1;1.07. A bill to amend section 502 of th~ 

Servicemen·~ Readjustment Act o~ 1944, so 
as to increase the maximutn amount in which 
farm realty loans may be guaranteed there
under; to the Committee ·on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 
S. 1108. A bill for the relief of Sada 

Zarikian; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BRICKER: 

S. 1109. A bill to amend subsection 401 
(e) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
S. 1110. A bill for the relief of Concetta 

Speranza Tapp, widow of Floyd William 
Tapp; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PURTELL: 
S. 1111. A bill for the relief of Eric A. Cum

mings; 
S. 1112. A bill for the relief of Luca Salta

relli; 
S. 1113. A bill for the relief of· .Andreas Ger

assimos Grigoratos; 
S. 1114. A bill to waive any claims of the 

United States for the repayment of loans 
made by the Department of State to Harry 
H. Thomas and Jeanne A. Thomas; 

S. :!.115. A bill for the relief of Ursula Ann 
McFarland; and 

S. 1116. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Eliza
beth M. Casey; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. PURTELL (for himself and Mr. 
BusH): 

S.1117. A bill to amend section 162 (a) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 relat.,. 
ing to deduction of trade or business ex
penses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LANGER: · . 
S. 1118. A bill for the relief of Katharine 

Schneeberger; to the Committee on the Judi• 
ciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 1119. A bill to amend the Civil Aero. 

nautics Act of 1938, as amended, and .for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 
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· By Mr. THYE: 

S. 1120. A bill to enlarge and extend the 
special school milk program; to the Commit· 
'tee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: 
S. 1121. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Army to make a monetary allowance 
in lieu of prpviding a headstone or marker 
for the . unmarked grave of a soldier or a 
member or former member of the Armed 
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CASE of South Da· 
kota when he introduced the above bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
. S. 1122. A bill for the relief of Szloma K.Iei

dermacher and his wife Sarah Kleidermach· 
er and their children Ruchla, Abram, and 
Toba Kleidermacher; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. · 

· By Mr. HILL {for himself, Mr. YOUNG, 
Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. IvEs, Mr. MuRRAY, 

- Mr. NEELY, Mr. DouGLAS, Mr. LEHMAN, 
~ .. Mr. KEN!IfEDY, Mr. McNA:MARA, Mr. 

CLEMENTS, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr .. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. KE· 

.· FAUVER, Mr. Ku:.GoRE, Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
LONG, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MANSFIELD, 
·Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. MORSE, Mr. NEU• 

-1 BERGER, Mr.- PASTORE, Mr. PAYNE; Mr. 
.PoTTER, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. SMATHERS, Mrr 

. SPARKMAN, and Mr. SYMINGTON): . 
. S. J. Res. 46. ~oint ;resolution providing for 
~n object~ve, thorough.- and · na;tionwide ,an
alysis and re-evaluation .of the human and 
economic 'problems of mental illness, and for 
other ·purposes; · to ·the Committee on ·Labor. 

·'and Public Welfare: ' 
- (see the remarks .of Mr. HILL when he in

troduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear . . under a separa1;e heading.) 

By Mr. PURTELL: 
S. J. Res. 47. Joint resolution ,to designate 

' the musical composit~on by 'John Phillip· 
Sousa, known lis The· Stars and Stripes For
.ever;· as · the o-fficial national ·rriarch Of- the 
U·nited States of America'; to the Committee 
on th~ Judiciary. 

DEVELOPMENT AND EXPANSibN OF . 
iNDUSTRIAL SAF$TY. PROGRAMS 
Mt. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, on behalf of ·myself, the Sen
ator from -New · York [Mr. lVEs], the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BENDER], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], 
the Senator . from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DuFF], the· Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr.' SALTONSTALL], my colleague the 
junior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
CAsE.], and the Senator f-rom .Connecticut 
[Mr. BusH], I introduce for appropFiate 
reference -a bill to assist the States in 
the development and expansion of indus~ 
trial safety programs. The important 
objectives of this bill are a part of the 
current legislative· program of Presi
ident Eisenhower and' the Department 
of · Labor.. The President · requested 
$2 million in his budget message for 
this pro·gram in fiscal1956. 

During the year 1953, 15,000 deaths 
and 2,034,000 injuries occurred in the 
course of industrial employment. The 
cost, direct and indirect, of these acci· 
dents has been estimated by the Depart· 
ment of Labor to be approximately 
$4~5 billion. 

While the regulation of industrial 
safety is a proper function of the States, 
except where the national interest is 
directly affected, the current· resources 
of State agencies for safety. development 
programs have been so limited that they 
preclude even one inspection per plant 

annually in more than three-fourths of 
the States. 
· This bill would provide substantial 
impetus to State industrial safety pro· 
grams by allotting funds to States on the 
basis of the number of wage earners, 
industrial hazards, financial need, and 
other relevant factors. Each State 
would get a minimum of $15,000. States 
would be required to supply matching 
funds of not less than 25 percent of the 
total expenditures in the first 2 years, 
33% perce~t in the second 2 years, and 
50 percent thereafter . 

Mr. President, l ask unanimous con
sent that the full text· of this bill be 
prfnted in the RECORD at the close of my 
remarks. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, will 
be printed in the RECORJ?. . . 

The bill <S. 1091) to provide for assist· 
ance to States in their efforts to pro
mote, establish, and m~intain .safe work 
places and practices in_indq.stry, ~h~reby 
reducing human suffering and financial 
loss and increasing production through 
safeguarding available manpower, in£ro· 
duced by Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for 
himself and other Senators)·, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, re~erred 
to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare: anc~ or9,e_red to be , printed in 
the RECORD, as follow~: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the Industrial Safety Act. 

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds and 
declares that the establishment and mainte
nance of safe work places: and practices -in 
industry reduce human suffering and fi'nan.:: 
cial loss and increase production through· 
safeguarding a:vailable manpower: · The pur
pose of this act is to assist the several States 
in their etior_ts (1) to develop and promote 
the accep~nce of standards for establish· 
ing and maintaining safe ; wo:r;k places and 
practices in industry through the voluntary 
cooperation of labor and management, and 
(2) to prepare and promulgate re·gulations 
for the · purpose of requiring ·safe work 
places · and practices and to foster the ob
servance of such regulations. 

(b) There _ar_e pereby authori~ed to be ap
propriated ( 1) for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and for each fiscal ·year there..; 
after, sums for making payments to States 
which .have submitted and had approved by 
the Secretary State plans under section 3 of 
this act, and (2) such sums as may be neces.: 
sary for aqministrative and oth~r expenses 
of · the ~ Department of ·14lbPr: in administer
ing. this act: Provided, however; . That no 
t:unds appropriated pursuant to this section 
shall be expended and no plan under section 
3 .shall provide for a safety program as to 
coal mines and coal mining subject to . the 
Federal Coar Mine .Safety Act,. as ·amended 
(55 Stat. 177, U.S. C.; title 30, sees. 451, et 
seq.). 

SEC. 3. (a) To be approved a State plan for 
carrying out the purposes of section 2 (a) 
must-

( 1) Delegate a single State agency, which 
must be the State· agency administering la
bor laws for the establishment and, mainte· 
nance of safe work places and practices in 
industry, to administer such plan; 

(2) Provide suph methods of administra
tion as. are found by the Secretary to be nec
essary for the proper and efficient operation 
of the plan, including after June ·30, 1956, 
(a) methods relating to the establishment 
and maintenance of personnel 'standards on 
a merit basis, except that the Secretary shall 
exercise no authority with respect to the 

selection, tenure of office, and compensation 
of any individual employed in accordance 
with such methods; and (b) a training pro· 
gram for the personnel necessary for the 
administration of the plan; 

{3) Provide for fostering the observance of 
State laws or regulations respecting safe 
work places and practices in industry; and 
for the development of standards for estab
lishing, and maintaining safe work places 
and practices in industry; 

(4) Include a program for the promotion 
of observance of safety precautions through 
the voluntary cooperation of employers and 
employees in industry, which program may 
include cooperation with any nongovern· 
ment safety organization active in the 
State; 

{5) Provide for financial participation by 
the State in all parts of the State plan and 
such distribution of funds for enforcement 
and promotional functions as to assure the 
application throughout the State of stand
ards necessary to the establishment, . promo
tion, and maint.enance of safe· work places 
and practices in industry; and 

(6). Provide that the _State agency will make 
such reports in such form ·and containing 
such information as the Secretary may from 
time to time reasonably require to carry out 
his functions under this act and comply 
with such provisions as the Secretary may 
from time to time find necessary to assure 
the correctness and verification of such re
ports. · 

(b) The S9-cretary shall approve any State 
plan which complies with the provisions of 
subsectlon .. (a) of this section. -

SEC. 4 (a) The funds appropriated for the 
purposes authorized in section 2 (b)' sh-all 
be allotted by the S9cretary among the sev
eral States annually in accordance with regu
lations to be prescribed by him providing for 
such allotment on the basis of {1) the n ·um
ber of wage earners, (2) the special hazards 

· in 1ndustry, {3) the financial needs of the . 
respective States, and (4) such other factors 
as the. Secretary finds relevant. The Seci·e
tary is hereby authorized to nl~ke· ·reallot.; 
ments- from time to time where the amount · 
allotted .to any State has not been absor-bed 
by that State and he finds that any other. 
State is in need of additional funds to ad.: 
minister its plan. · The Secretary shall from 
time to time estimate the amount to be paid 
to each State under the provisions of this 
section and he shan ·thereupon prior to audit 
or settlement by the General Accounting Of· 
fice pay to-the State the amount so estimated. 
~he annual payment to any State during the 
first and second bienniums after July 1, 1955, 
shall not exceed 75 percent and 66% per· 
cent, respecti.vely, of the annual expenditures 
under the State plan during those ·periods. 
The payments to any State for any subse
quent year ·shall not e-xceed 50 percent o! · 
the expenditures under the State plan for 
each year: Provided, That the- annual pay
ment to . any State under this section shall 
not be .less than $15,000. 

{b) Amounts paid to a State under this 
section shall be expended solely for ·carry
ing out · the purposes set forth in section 2 
(a), in accordance with the State plan. 
When any .part' of the amount so paid to any 
State for any fiscal year is not so expended 
for carrying out such purposes within such 
fiscal year, the Secretary is authorized, in 
such manner as he may determine, to ad· 
just subsequent amounts to be paid by the 
amount not so expended. 

SEc. 5. In the case of any St~te plan which 
has been approved under this act, if the Sec.: 
retary, after reasonable notice and oppor
t~nity for hearing to the State agency ad
ministering such plan, determines, on the 
record, that in the administration of the 
plan there is a failure to comply substan
tially with any requirement of this Act or any 
provision required by this act to be included 
in the plan, he shall notify such State agency 
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that further -payments will not be made to 
the State until he is satisfied that there is 
no longer any such failure to comply. 

SEC. 6. The Secretary is further authorized, 
to the extent he deems it necessary and ap-
propriate in order to carry out the provisions 
of this act, to utilize the services of experts 
and consultants, as authorized by section 55a; 
of title 5 of the United States Code. Such 
experts and consultants may be reimbursed 
for expenses incurred in connection with 
their work for the Department in accordance 
with section 73-b- 2 of title 5 of the United 
S tates Code. 

SEc. 7. The Secretary is further authorized 
to issue such regulations governing the ad
ministration of this act, cause to be made 
such investigations, and appoint, subject to. 
the civil-service laws, such employees, as he. 
deems necessary to carry out his functions 
and duties under this act, and shall fix the 
compensation of such employees in accord
ance with the provisions of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended. 

SEc. 8. As used in this act "State" means· 
any State of the United States, the District 
of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or 
the Virgin Islands. 

SEc. 9. The term "Secretary" means the 
Secretary of Labor, United States Department 
of Labor. 

SEc. 10. The Szcretary shall include in his 
annual report to Congress a full account of 
t h e administration of this a.ct. 

DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN MATERI
~L~ ON LANDS WITHIN NATIONAL 
FORESTS 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill which proposes to amend the laws · 
governing the acquisition of certain 
minerals on the public 'lands of the 
United States. 

This bill is designed primarily to ac
complish two objectives. 

First. It provides that common varie
ties of sand, stone, gravel, cinders, 
pumice and pumicite be acquired under 
the Materials Act; and that these ma
terials shall no longer be the subject of 
any mining claims. 

Second. The bill proposes to amend 
the Material~;i Act so as to give the Sec
retary of Agriculture the same authority 
under the act as to public lands admin
istered by him as the act presently gives 
to the Secretary of Interior. 

I believe that this proposed legislation 
is necessary in order to avoid the unnec
essary acquisition and possible misuse of 
public lands by interests which desire 
only to exhaust the supplies of these 
common minerals, which are generally 
located on or close to the earth's sur
face, and also w substitute the certainty 
and simplicity of contractual purchase 
for the complexity and controversy of 
proving a valid mining claim. A sim
ilar proposal has previously passed the 
House of Representatives with the sup
port of the executive agencies concerned. 
I believe that the public policies to be 
served by ·it are so obvious and uncon
troversial as to justify the hope that this 
proposed legislation may be -enacted by 
the 84th Congress. 
· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 1098) to amend the act of 
July 31, 1947, as amended, to provide 
~or the dispositi<;m of certain ma:terials 

on lands within national forests, and 
for other purposes, introduced by Mr. 
NEUBERGER; was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

PRIVATE PROCUREMENT OF HEAD
STONES OR MARKERS BY NEXT 
OF KIN OF DECEASED SERVICE~

MEN 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

President, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill .to authorize the Secre-· 
tary of the Army to make a monetary: 
allowance in lieu of providing a head
stone or marker for the unmarked grave 
of a -soldier or a member or former mem
ber of the Armed Forces. I desire to
make a brief statement in connection 
with the bill. 
The bill would allow the next of kin 

of deceased servicemen to be paid the 
amount which it costs the Government 
to provide a headstone or marker, so. 
that such persons may make purchases 
of their own choice .. 
· This is important, I believe, because 
sometimes the next of kin desire some
thing more than the plain stone or . 
inarker furnished now at Government 
~xpense. 

The bill would also permit the next of 
kin to deal directly with monument 
makers in t~eir own communities, many 
of who·m are old family friends. ' 
. I commend the bill to the attention 
of the committee and the Senate. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill. will be received and appropriately 
referred. 
· The bill <S. 1121) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to make a mone-· 
tary allowance in lieu of providing a 
headstone or marker for the unmarked 
grave· of a soldier or a member or former 
member of the Armed Forces, introduced 
by Mr. CASE of South Dakota, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

HUMAN AND ECONOMIC PROBLEMS 
OF MENTAL ILLNESS 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself, the junior Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YoUNG], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEz], the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. IvEs], th~ 
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], the junior Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], the junior Sena.; 
tor from New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the junior Senator from Michigan 
£Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator from Ken;: 
tucky [Mr. CLEMENTS], the senior Sena.;; 
tor from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM-:
J'HREY], the junior Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr . . KEFAUVER], the senior 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KIL..:: 
GORE], the senior Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the senior Sena~ 
tor from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]; 
the junior_Senator f.rom Montana [Mr. 

MANSFIELD J 1 the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr: MONRON-EY], 'the senior' Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. MoRSE], the junior· 
Senator. from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]; 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PAsTORE], the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
PAYNE], the senior Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. PoTTER], the Senator from 
North Carolina' [Mr. ScoTT], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], my col
ieague, the junior Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN], and the junior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
joint resolution providing for an objec
tive, thorough, and nationwide analysis 
and·reevaluation·of the human and eco
nomic problems of mental illness, and for 
other purposes. l as~ unan1mous con
sent that-a statement prepared by me in 
explanation of the joint resolution may 
be printed in the RECORD. 
· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without objec
tion, the statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. . . . 

The joint resolution <S. J. Res. 46) pro
viding for an objective, thorough, and 
nationwide analysis and reevaluation of' 
the human and economic problems of 
mental illness, and for other purposes, 
introduced by Mr. HILL (for himself and 
other-Senators) ; was -received, read twice· 
by its title, and referred to the Commit-· 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The statement presented by Mr. HILL 
is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HILL 

I am today introducing a joint resolution 
a.imed at encouraging a thorough-going, 
nationwide analysis and reevaluation of every 
aspect of the problem of men.tal illness. 

Certainly the one most shocking and 
frightening of the health problems which 
confront the Nation today is the appalling 
cost, both in human and economic terms, of 
mental 1llness. When one realizes that over 
47 percent of all the hospital beds in the 
United States are occupied by mental patients 
and that the direct economic cost of mental 
~llness to the taxpayers of the Nation is over 
*1 billion a year and is increasing at the 
rate of $100 miLlion a year, it should be 
obvious to all that we must develop some new 
departures in our attempts to meet this 
problem. 

. The governors of the 48 States, through the 
Council of State Governments, have been 
working together in a vigorous attempt to 
cope with these problems. Now the Ameri
can Medical Association's council on Mental 
Health and the .American Psychiatric Associa
tion, together with oth!:r professional organ-
1zatio:qs 1n the field, have decided that our 
best hope to find_ a solution to this stag..; 
gering problem lies in a th9rough-going, 
nationwide analysis and reevaluation of our 
entire approach to the · problems of mental 
health·. ·They believe, and I agree, that 
every aspect relating to present methods of 
diagnosing, caring for, treating and rehabili..: 
tating the mentally ill, as well as methods o:( 
preventing mental illness, should be objec
tively reevaluated and new approaches 
spught. I agree with the organizations 
mentioned that such a review and reevalua
tion of the problen:i. can best ' be conducted 
by such nongovernmental agencies and 
organizations as those cooperating with the 
AMA's council and the APA. I believe it is 
the responsibility of the Federal Govern
ment to offer" financial assistance in the 
conduct of such nongovernmentally directed 
undertaki~g. .:I'he bill I have today intro-
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duced would carry out this desirable concept 
by making available over a 3-year period a 
substantial grant to be made upon recom
mendation of the National Advisory Mental 
Health Council to qualified nongovern• 
mental agencies, organizations or commts
sions composed of representatives of leading 
national medical and other professional 
associations for the kind of survey and 
reevaluation needed. The sums which. 
would be authorized in the bill are designed 
to supplement and not replace similar funds 
which it is hoped will be made available from 
private sources. Hearings on the bill will, I 
b elieve, bring out an accurate estimate of 
the total cost which will be involved in such 
an undertaking. 

The council of the American Medical As
sociation and the American Psychiatric As~ 
sociation are to be commended for the ini
tiative and fine sense of public responsibility 
they have shown in formulating plans for 
this most important undertaking. They and 
the other professional .groups which have 
offered to cooperate ·with th.em in carrying 
it out deserve to receive such measure of help 
from the Federal Government as may be 
found necessary. The results of their un
dertaking may well pr9ve as important in 
the field of mer.tal health as the Flexner 
Commission report was in the field of medi
cal education at the turn of the century. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the joint reso~ 
lution may lie on the desk until the first 
meeting of the Senate after its meeting 
on Tuesday next, fo1· the purpose of en
abling other Senators, who may wish to 
d'o so, to join in the sponsorship · of the 
joint resolution. 

Mr. LANGER. I shall be glad to join 
in the sponsorship of the resolution of
fered by the Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER · <Mr. Me,. 
NAMA~ in the chair). ;Is_ there objec
tion to the request of the Senator froll). 
Alabama? The Chair hears none~ and it 
is so ordered. · 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR 
The bill <H. R. 3828) to adjust the 

salaries of judges of United States 
courts, United States attorneys, Mem
bers of Congress, and for other purpos~s·, 
was read twice by its title, and ordered tq 
be placed on the calenda~. , 

INCREASE IN Lll\:fiT OF EXPEND!.:. 
TURES BY COMMITTEE ON Tim 
JUDICIARY, RELATING TO INTER':" 
NAL SECURITY . 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 

(for Mr. EASTLAND, himself, and Mr. JEN
NER) submitted the following resolution 
<S. Res. 58), which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

Resolved, That the limitation of expendi
tures under Senate Resolution 366, 81st 
Congress, relating to the internal security 
of the United States, agreed to December 21, 

.1950, Is hereby· increased · by $2~0,000, anc;l 
.such sum together with any unexpended bal
ances of the sums previously authorized to be 
expended unde.r such resolution and Senate 
Resolution 172, 83d Congress, agreed to Jan:
uary 27, 1954, Senate Resolution 46, 83d Con
gress, agreed to January 30, 1953, . Senate 
Resolution 314, 82d Congress, agreed to May 
.29, 1952, Senate Resolu.t.ion· 198, 82d Con
gress, ag-reed to September 27, 1951, and Sen
ate Resolution 7, .S2d Congress, agreed to 
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January·29, 1951, shall be paid from the con
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers 
approved by the chairman of the committee 
~nd covering obligations incurred under 
such resolutions on or before January 31, 
1956. 

INCREASED COMPENSATION FOR 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND THE 

- JUDICIARY-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. THYE submitted amendments, in

tended to be proposed by him to the bill 
·<S. 462) to increase the salaries of jus
tices and judges of United States courts, 
Members of Congress, and for other pur
poses, which were ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I submit 
amendments, intended to be proposed by 
me to Senate bill462, to increase the sal
aries of justices and judges of United 
States courts, Members of Congress, and 
for other purposes, and ask that they be 
printed and lie on the · table. The pur
pose of the amendments is to separate 
the question of congressional salaries 
from the consideration of judicial sal~ 
.aries. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and will lie on the table. 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS ACT OF 1955-
AMENDMENTS 

· Mr. MAGNUSON submitted amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him 
·to the bill <S. 1119) to amend the Civil 
Aeronautics Act ·of 1938, as amended, 
and for other purposes, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
·and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to 
be printed.-

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ART!.:. 
CLES, · ETC., - PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD · 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
_were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · -

By Mr. BUSH: 
Lincoln Day address delivered by him at 

.Glastonbury, Conn., on Saturday, February 
12, 1955. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
Address delivered by him before the Ex

'ecutives Club of Chicago, ·Ill., on February 
,16, 1955, relating to the United Nations 
commission on international commodities 
:trade. 

By Mr. KUCHEL: 
Address delivered by him at Lincoln Day 

luncheon, in Los Angeles, Calif., on Febru
ary 10, 1955. · · 

. By Mr. ERVIN: 
. Statement prepared by him relative to 
Rinaldo Burrus Page. 
~ By Mr. NEUBERGER: 

Address entitled "The Challenge to Pub
lic Power," delivered by him at the 13th 
'annual meeting of the National Rural Elec:
·tric Cooperative Association at Atlantic City, 
'N. J., on February 16, 1955. 

By Mr. BRICKER: . 
~ ReP9r~ ijy a subc.omlriittee of the Com
mittee on Interstate a1;1d Foreign Commerce, 
concerning certain foreign shipyards and 
other questions of interest to 'the commit
·tee. · 

NOTICE OF HEARING BY COMMIT· 
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES IN 
RE FALLOUT FROM HYDROGEN 
BOMBS 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I de

sire to give notice that on next Tuesday, 
February 22, at 10 o'clock a. m., in the 
room of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, a hearing will be held to review the 
civil defense operation, particularly in 
reference to information recently pub
lished relative to fallout after the explo
sion of hydrogen bombs. 

The hearing is being held pursuant to 
instructions of the Chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the dis~ 
tinguished junior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL]. At the hearing a num
ber of witnesses from the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Office of Civil 
Defense will be heard. 

This is a matter of great interes~ and 
will set forth some of the problems con
fronting those who are charged with 
the responsibility of civil defense. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, following these 
remarks, an editorial entitled "Defense 
·Against Fallout," published in the Wash
ington Post and Times Herald of Thurs
·day, February 17, 1955. · 

There being no objection, the editorial 
.was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEFENSE AGAINST FALLOUT 

The Atomic Energy Commission and the 
administration have acted wisely in making 
'public a summary of the radioactive afte! 
·effects of nuclear explosions. Hard facts are 
the basis for intelligent planning; and 
Chairman Strauss' measured statement about 
the fallout seeks to give the facts 'in perspec
tive. We suspect that the apprehensions 
about public panic as a result of this sort of 
disclosure will prove wholly unjustified. 
Most of the present information about the 
fallout, although never before released of
'ficiaHy, has been known for some time 
through various printed stories. Such stories 
may have caused some alarm, but they also 
bave been greeted with a considerable degree 
of apathy; perhaps because people simply do 
·not want to think about a cataclysm they feel 
they can do nothing about. This feeling of 
·rutility is; if anything, more deadly than fear. 
· Full understanding of the great dangers 
about which Mr. Strauss spoke remains es-
1!ential. Radioactive fallout from a hydrogen 
explosion could contaminate an area the size 
of New Jersey and make it uninhabitable for 
weeks if not months, even if the bulk of the 
·population managed to survive the blast 
-effects and· the immediate lethal dosage of 
radioactivity. The use of the H-bomb to deny 
territory could be as significant strategically 
'as the destructive effect itself. Nevertheless, 
there are many relatively simple precautions 
'that can be taken by way of shelter and disci
pline, as the Atomic Energy Commission 
points out, that would greatly reduce the loss 
of life from radioactivity. 
· Why is there apathy to even the most grue
somely realistic accounts of the H-bomb dan
ge:r? Bec~use •. in this newspaper's opinion, 
the people have not been presented with a 
·convincing alternative to the paralyzing pros
.pect of being roasted or gamma-rayed to 
·ashes if hydrogen war should start. Surely it 
is time for a radical new look at the status of 
'civil defense. · 
· The ·sad fact is that in its net impact civil 
'defense still is in an appalling state of dis
·organization-not for lack of effort on the 
part of persons working in it, but because of 
insufficient attention at the top levels of 
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Government. Congress bas treated civil de
fense more or less as a joke, in part, no doubt, 
as the result of a "can't happen here" com
plex, but also in part because legislators have 
not been satisfied that the planning is prac
tical. Despite the hard work of many persons, 
the program is rife with contradictory as
sumptions and outmoded instructions. For 
example, in the District of Columbia, which 
presumably would be one of the major tar
gets, the air-raid warning system so far is 
of little value; it is impossible to distinguish 
between the feeble siren tests and an ordinary 
two-alarm fire. There is little point in re
cruiting air-raid wardens and ground ob
servers unless they can be instructed realis
tically in what will be expected of them. 

Apathy and futility are luxuries the coun
try cannot afford. Even in the event of all
out hydrogen attack, estimates are that 65 
percent of the population would survive; 
with adequate civil defense as much as 95 
percent would . survive. But an adequate 
program will not come about accidentally. 
It can only be obtained if men of stature 
will attach serious importance to the program 
and if the makeshift expedients are replaced 
with consistent, hard-headed planning at 
the top level. Such planning ought to en
visage specific i~1structions to cities as to the 
kind of blast and fallout they could expect 
and the practicable evacuation and shelter 
measures they · ought to prepare. It ought 
t-o be related to the amount of early warning 
that may be provided-the present stage, 
when the margin of warning would be small 
and immediate shelter ought to be sought; 
the period in which 1 to 4 hours of warning 
would be possible and large-scale evacuation 
would be-feasible; ·and,- fina-lly, the era of the 
awesome intercontinental-ballistic missile if 
it should be developed. 

None of this is in any way a substitute for 
enforcible disarmament. The only sure de
fense against the H-bomb is to control it (and 
this newspaper reiterates its proposal of last 
Friday for an internationally monitored 
moratorium on H-bomb tests as a starter). 
But even in the absence of international 
control Americans can do a great deal to 
protect themselves, given some more vigorous 
planning and leadership. It is · absurd for 
the country to be spending hundreds of mil
lions of dollars on continental defense .and 
an e~J.rly warning system and then to permit 
the necessary follow-through at the civil de
fense level to be dissipated in lethargy and 
confusion. Americans have· a history of re
sponding sensibly if they are told frankly 
and realistically what is necessary. The ad
ministration and Congress bear a joint re
sponsibility to provide this leadership and 
the money that will be required to make it 
effective. 

UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY
ADDRESS BY HON. JOHN FOSTER 
DULLES 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-

. dent, on Wednesday, February 16, our 
Secretary of State, Hon. John Foster 
Dulles, delivered an important address 
before the Foreign Policy Association at 
the Waldorf-Astoria, in New York City. 

The subject of the address was our 
foreign policy in Asia. 

As a member of the Foreign Policy As
sociation for many years and a former 
active trustee, I had the privilege of at
tending this dinner and heard Secretary 
Dulles deliver the address. The address 
was noteworthy for many reasons. Sec
retary Dulles, after rapidly reviewing the 
collective security treaties we have en
tered into with the countries of the Far 
East during the past couple. of years, 
pointed out that treaty pledges, no mat-

ter how sound, "will never restrain pow
erful and ambitious rulers who do not 
accept the restraint of moral law." · 

In another part of his ~peech he. said: 
We dare not relax, because the moment of 

relaxation is the moment of peril. Treaty 
declarations must be backed by a purpose 
that is ever sustained by an intelligence that 
is ever alert and by power which is ever 
ready and able to punish aggressors so that 
aggression will not pay. 

Also in another part of his speech he 
drew a distinction between the people of 
the Russian state and the Communist 
Party itself. Mr. Dulles said: 

We should keep that distinction in mind. 
The time may come-! believe it will come
when Russians of stature will patriotically 
put first their national security and the wel
fare of their people. They will be unwilling 
to have that security and that welfare subor
dinated to the world wide ambitions of in
ternational communism. If their point of 
view should prevail-

And by that Mr. Dulles meant the 
point of view of the Russian people as 
distinguished from the Communist 
Party-
then, indeed, there could be a basis :tor 
worthwhile negotiation and practical agree
ments between the United States and the 
new Russia. Then there might be reacti
vated the historic friendship between our 
countries and our peoples. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, this is 
one of the most important suggestions 
the Secretary of State has made. If we 
could only reach through the Iron Cur
tain of the Government o:t' Russia to get 
at their people,' reach behind the Red 
_Chinese Government in Peiping to get at 
the Chinese people, who · have always 
been our friends, we possibly could begin 
to see the dawn of the day when world 
peace might be in sight. 

But, Mr. ·President, this can never be 
brought about by appeasement or .by 
further yielding to the inroads of Com-
munist' demands. · 

After pointing out the reasons why ·we 
collaborated with the Nationalist forces 
on Formosa to evacuate the Tachen 
Islands and to regroup their forces, Sec
l'etary Dulles said: 

It has been suggested that Nationalist 
China should go further and surrender to 
the Chinese Communists the coastal posi
tions which the Communists need to stage 
their announced attack on Formosa. 

Mr. President, I am personally aware 
of these pressures to have us take this 
negative appeasement position, and I am 
happy to call the attention of my col
le~gues to the firm and yet statesman
like way Mr. Dulles met this issue. He 
said: 

It is doubtful that this would serve either 
the cause of peace or the cause of freedom. 

The Chinese Communists have been the 
initiators of violence in this area. They have 
already formally declared their intention to 
take Formosa by force. If the Chinese Na
tionalists now ·oblige by making it easier for 
the Chinese Communists to conquer For
mosa ·will they (the Chinese Communists) be 
less apt to do so?' 

Secretary Dulles answered his own 
question by saying: 

I doubt it. 

Those of us who have been watching 
this situation heartily commend the 

Secretary of State for these positions 
which he· has taken in ·this important 
address. He develops this thought fur
ther later in the speech: 

It should not, moreover, be carelessly 
assumed that peace and security will be 
promoted merely by the non-Communist 
nations indefinitely granting one-sided con
cessions of the Communist Nations. 

A great danger in Asia is the fear of many 
non-Communists peoples that the United 
States has no real intention of standing 
firmly behind them. Already that fear has 
mounted to the danger point. We accepted 
in Korea an armistice which the Chinese 
Communists boisterously misrepresent as a 
"victory" for them. We acquiesced in· an 
Indochina armistice which reflected the de
feat of the French Union forces at Dien 
Bien Phu. We .aided the Tachen evacuation. 
The reasons were compelling, nevertheless 
the result added a few square miles to the 
Communist domain. 
. If the non-Communist Asians ever come 

to feel that their Western Allies are disposed 
to retreat whenever communism threatens 
the peace, then the entire area could quickly 
become indefensible. 

As the situation now exists, neither the 
cause of freedom, nor United States security, 
nor world peace and security, would be pro
moted by undermining the faith of the free 
Asian peoples in our strength and in our 
willingness to use that strength to restrain 
those who violently menace liberty. The 
American peo.ple have, through the Congress, 
made their own resolution clear. That is a 
verdict which the Government accepts as 
sound a·~d which i~ will _soberly execute. 

I am quoting these excerpts from the 
Secretary's statement because it seems 
to me that the press is completely con
fused as to some of the things he said, 
especially his insistence on continuing 
the policy we have followed up to this 
time. 

Mr. President, on the question of the 
defense of the islands to · which these 
quotations have referred, I should like to 
add one more thought. It has been sug
gested to me that if the United States 
defends the islands of Quemoy and 
Matsu, it would only be for the purpose 
of giving Chiang Kai-shek and the Na
tionalist Army two steppingstones to 
the attack of the mainland of China. 
We made it abundantly clear in the de
bate on the recent resolution and the 
China Treaty that we would not par
ticipate in any program for the invasion 
of the mainland, or permit the Nation
alist forces unilaterally to make any such 
attempt. But it must be borne in mind 
that the maintenance of a strong Nation
alist Army on Formosa with a real threat 
to the mainland of China, which threat 
would need the islands of Quemoy and 
Matsu to make it effective, is a very 
clear and necessary deterrent to any ag
gressions by Moscow-supported Red 
China in violation of either the Korean 
Armistice or the Armistice in Indochina. 
It is my considered judgment that the 
forces of the Western powers, repre
sented by the ROK's in Korea, and the 
Nationalist Army on Formosa, and the 
Vietnamese in Indochina, must be main
tained in full strength and in a posture 
ready for action in the event of any fur
ther Communist aggression in Asia, or for 
that matter, in Western ·Europe as well. 

Mr. President, our Secretary of State, 
speaking of course for the President of 
the United States, has very firmly and 
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convincingly told tne world of our in.;. 
terest in the freedom, independence and 
self-determination of the peoples of the 
Far East, and other parts of the world. 
The very heart of this policy is a free and 
jndependent China, really liberated from 
the exploitation or domination of any 
outside power. If and when the Com
munist Chinese people, or the Russian 
people, for that matter, are able and 
eager to speak for themselves, they will 
find a warm welcome in the hearts of the 
people of America. . · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of Mr. Dulles' sig
nificant speech be printed in the body of 
the RECORD at the close of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
ADDRESS BY THE HoNORABLE JoHN FOSTER 

DULLES, SECRETARY OF STATE, BEFORE THE 
FOJ!.EIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION, WALDORF• 
ASTORIA HOTEL, NEW YORK CITY, FEBRU• 
ARY 16, 1955 

OUR FOREIGN POLICIES IN ASIA 
I am' glad to be again with the Foreign 

Policy Ass·ociation. I first spoke before you 
35 years ago. So this is, in a sense, an anni
versary. I know well of your work. It is 
good work and I am glad that it is going on, 
bringing to our citizenry a better knowledge 
of our foreign poUcy. 

I 

The broad goal of our foreign policy is to 
enable the people of the United States to 
enjoy in peace the blessings of liberty. Un
der present · world conditions we cannot 
achieve that goal by thinking of ourselves 
alone. We must help other peoples to be 
free. Thus, enlightened self-interest com
bines with high principle to lead us to do 
for others what, if conditions were reversed, 
we would want them to do for us. 

Our task is not an easy one; nor one that 
can be discharged without sacri·fice and risk. 
Stormy winds blow from Moscow and Peiping. 

In Moscow, Foreign Minister Molotov pours 
17,000 words of abuse upon the western 
powers. In Peiping, Foreign Minister Chou 
bitterly attacks the United States and threat
ens to use ·all the force at his command to 
capture Formosa. 

A heavy responsibility devolves upon the 
President daily, and upon the Congress, in 
making delicate decisions which may spell 
the difference between peace and war. 

All of us would like to see peace perma
nently assured. We long for some simple 
and. certain formula which would relieve us 
of the present anxious tasks. But perhaps 
we are learning a · needed lesson, that there 
is no easy way to win peace. 

Twice in our generation efforts have been 
made to secure peace by broad agreements 
to abolish war. The Pact of Paris of 1928 
binds over 60 nations to renounce war as 
an. instrument of international policy. But 
shortly after :tt was made, the nations fought 
in Europe, Asia, and Africa. · 

The United Nations Charter of 1945 binds 
60 nations to refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force. 
But there has been armed aggression in 
Korea which was promoted by· Soviet Rus
sia, and later Communist. China was found 
guilty of armed aggression there. 

It is good that mankind should by great 
pronouncements demonstrate its hatred of 
war and its determination to outlaw war. 
Idealism is indispensable. But it would be 
dangerous to assume that treaties or pledges 
alone would relieve us of the burdensome 
tasks we undertake. in the struggle for peace. 

Treaty pledges, no matter how solemn, will 
never restrain powerful and ambitious rulers 
who do not accept the restraints of moral 

law and who are not responsive to the wm 
of the people. As against such despots there 
must be other and further restraints. 

Thus the struggle goes on. We dare not 
relax, because the moment of relaxation is 
the moment of peril. Treaty declarations 
must be backed by a purpose that is ever 
sustained, by an intelligence that is ever 
alert, and by power which is ever ready and 
able to punish aggressors so that aggression 
will not pay. · 

Whenever the advocates of peace seem to 
lack these qualities, then peace is in jeop
ardy. On the other hand, so long as those 
qualities are manifestly present, then we can 
have,· good hope that the battle for peace 
will be won. 

That hope is the more justified because 
modern weapons possess such immense de
structive power. That fact is frightening. 
But the very fact that it is frightening 
means that even the most reckless will pause 
before taking action which would bring mod
ern weapons into play. 

During these days the Soviet and Chinese 
Communists are probing deeply the inten
tions of the free nations. But we need not 
feel worried or despondent, for what the 
despots will discover from their probing 
ought to restrain them. 

In Europe there seems no retreat from 
the basic resolve to create the Western 
European Union and so to end the disunity 
-of Western Europe. To replace that disunity 
and weakness with unity and strength will 
be the greatest single contribution which 
could be made to the cause of peace. 

In Western Europe there are over 200 mil
lion highly civiliz.ed people . . They possess 
in the aggregate the intellectual and mate
rial resources to be both prosperous and 
safe-provided only that they are united in 
spirit and properly organized to work to
gether. When this unity is achieved, great 
things will come about. Western Europe 
will not only have the strength to solve its 
own internal and external problems but will 
be a mighty force to preserve world peace. 

II 
In the Far East the United States has re

·sponded to the desire of others that we join 
with them to assure their security. During 
the last 4 years, the United States has be
come party to security treaties with Korea, 
Japan, the Republic of China ·on Formosa. 
the Philippines, Australia, and New Zealand. 
Also we have joined the 8-power Manila Pact 
for the security of Southeast Asia. 

The total of these treaties is a mutual 
security system which, starting from the 
Aleutian Islands in the north, runs in a 
great arc to the South Pacific. This con
stitutes a defensiv.e bulwark for freedom in 
that part of the world. 

What has thus been done by many n~ · ions 
is important. Also important is the manner 
in which the United States has played its 
part, particularly during recent days. 

When the Congress convened last January, 
it was organized by the Democratic Party. 
So when the Manila Pact and the China 
Treaty were submitted, they were submitted 
by ·a Republican President to a Democrat
controlled body. The same was true of 
President Eisenhower's request for congres
sional authority to use the Armed Forces of 
the United States in the Formosa area. 

Nevertheless, the two treaties were ratified 
and the congressional authority was granted. 
This was done promptly and with virtual 
unanimity. 
· These events demonstrate a national unity 

and capacity for action which is needed in 
the world today. Too often representative 
processes lead to such partisanship and such 
consequent delays-that hostile forces are en
couraged to believe that democracies are in~ 
herently ineffective. The Government of 
the United States has shown the contrary. 
Partisanship was wholly subordinated to the 
n~tional good •. so that action of great im-

portance could be taken with deliberation, 
but with decisiveness. 

For this the Nation can be grateful to the 
leadership and to the general membership 
of both parties in the Congress. I · know 
that they would expect me to pay special 
tribute to WALTER F. GEORGE, who, as Chair
man of . the Senate Foreign Relations Com"
mittee, carried the heaviest aggregate bur
den of responsibility in relation to the three 
acts to which I refer. 

We can all take pride, as Americans, in 
this demonstration of national unity and 
capacity. Because of it, free men through
out the world can face the future with bet
ter hope and new confidence. 

III 

While the capacity of the representative 
form of government has been recently 
demonstrated in the United States, there 
bas been occurring in Moscow an extraordi
nary demonstration of despotic disarray. 
The Prime Minister of the Soviet State was 
peremptorily summoned to a high Soviet 
session in the Kremlin and subjected to the 
public humiliation of hearing another read 
his resignation and his confession of "my 
guilt." 

With that Communist verdict we need not 
quarrel. But the full significance of what 
has occurred is still obscure and perhaps 
the_ last act of the drama has not yet been 
played. 

Undoubtedly, we see an elemental, per· 
sonal struggle for power. But also one can 
perceive the outlines of a basic policy dif
ference. There must be those who are pri
marily concerned with the welfare, security 
and greatness of the Soviet Union and its 
people. There are others who would have 
the Soviet Union and its power serve pri
marily as a tool of international commu
nism and as a means of achieving its world
wide ambitions. These two ends, the one 
symbolized by the state, the other by the 
party, do not a1ways coincide. 

To us, the party and the state in Russia 
usually seem indistinguishable, because 
many individuals serve in dual capacities. 
But Lenin and Stalin constantly emphasized 
the distinction between the two. "The 
party," said Stalin, "is not and cannot be 
identified with the state power." · 

We should keep that distinction in mind. 
The time may come-! believe it will come-
when Russians of stature will patriotically 
put first their national security and the 
welfare of their people. They will be un
willing to have that security and that wel
fare subordinated to the worldwide ambi
tions of international communism. If their 
point of view should prevail, then indeed 
there could be a basis for worthwhile nego
tiation and practical agreements between 
the United States and the new Russia. Then 
there might be reactivated the historic 
friendship between our countries and our 
peoples. 

rv 
Let me turn now to deal with some of the 

substantive problems which arise out of the 
two Far Eastern treaties to which I have 
referred-the China Treaty and the Manila 
Pact. 

The United States is firmly committed 
to the defense of Formosa and the Pesca
dores. These islands became part of the 
Japanese Empire in 1895. They continued 
as such for half a century, until they were 
relinquished by Japan as a result of her 
defeat in war-a defeat principally wrought 
by the efforts and sacrifices of the United 
States. 

These islands form an important part of 
the Western Pacific defense system which I 
have described. The people of the islands 
eagerly seek our help. 

Thus Formosa and the Pescadores have 
been properly a matter of concern to the 
United States. 
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In 1945 our long-time ally, the Republic 

of China, was entrusted with authority over 
these islands. In 1950, when the aggres
sion against Korea occurred, President Tru
man ordered our Pacific Fleet to defend 
Formosa against possible Chinese Communist 
attack. Now, that determination has been 
converted into our Mutual Defense Treaty 
with the Republic of China. 

It is important to note that the treaty, 
except as it relates to United States terri
tories, covers only the islands of Formosa 
and the Pescadores, and an armed attack 
directed against those islands. The con
gressional authority is to secure and protect 
Formosa and the Pescadores against armed 
attack, and to make secure and to protect 
"related positions and territories" as the 
President judges "this would be required 
or appropriate in assuring the defense of 
Formosa and the Pescadores." 

The President did not use our Armed 
Forces to help the Chinese Nationalists to 
hold the Tachen Islands and Yushan and 
Pishan, lying some 200 miles north of For
mosa. These islands were virtually unrelated 
to the defense of Formosa and the Pesca
dores. We helped the Chinese Nationalists 
to evacuate these islands and regroup their 
forces, so as to avoid a bloody and wasteful 
battle which would have inflamed public 
emotions. Thus, Nationalist China and the 
United States have made an important con
tribution to the cause of peace. 

It has been suggested that Nationalist 
China should go further and surrender to 
the Chinese Communists the coastal posi
tions which the Communists need to stage 
their announced attack on Formosa. 

It is doubtful that this would serve either 
the cause of peace or the cause of freedom. 

The Chinese Communists have been the 
Initiators of violence in this area. They 
have already· formally declared their inten
tion to take Formosa by force . If the Chinese 
Nationalists now oblige by making it easier 
for the Chinese Communists to conquer For
mosa, will they be less apt to do so? · I doubt 
it. 

The United States has no commitment and 
no purpose to defend the coastal positions as 
such. The basic purpose is to assure that 
Formosa and the Pescadores will not be for
cibly taken over by the Chinese Commu• 
nists. However, Foreign Minister Chou says 
they will use all their force to take Formosa 
and they trea,t the coastal islands as means 
to that end. When the Nationalists volun
tarily evacuated the Tachen Islands, the 
Chinese Communists' comment was: "the 
liberation of these islands has created favor
able conditions for our People's Liberation 
Army in the liberation of Formosa." 

Thus the Chinese Communists have linked 
the coastal positions to the defense of For
mosa. That is the fact which, as President 
Eisenhower said in his message to Congress 
about Formosa, "compels us to take into 
account closely related localities." Accord
ingly, we shall be alert to subsequent Chi
nese Communist actions, rejecting for our
selves any initiative of warli~e deeds. 

It is hardly to be expected that the Chi
nese Communists will renounce their ambi
tions. However, might they not renounce 
their efforts to realize their goals by force? 

Such renunciation of force is one of the 
basic principles of the United Nations, and 
the United States had hoped, and still hopes, 
that the United Nations may be able to ef
fect a cessation of the present hostilities. 
President Eisenhower, in his message to Con
gress dealing with this matter, made clear 
that the United States would welcome ac
tion by the United Nations which might 
bring an end to the active hostilities in the 
area. The Government of New Zealand has 
brought this situation before the Security 
Council, and the United States, in the in
terest of peace, went to the length of voting 
to invite the Chinese Communists to come 
to the Security Council to discuss the matter. 

In 1950 the Chinese Communists had · ac
cepted a Security Council invitation in rela
tion to Korea. However, this time the Chi
nese Communists contemptuously · rejected 
the invitation. 

We sincerely hope that this decision of the 
Chinese Communists is not irrevocable and 
that they will abide by the principles of 
the United Nations rather than challenge 
by force the defensive obligations of this 
country. In any event, we believe that their 
attitude toward the United Nations Security 
Council has not ended the responsibility of 
that body which by the charter, has the 
"primary responsibility for the maintenance 
of international peace and security." 

It should not, moreover, be carelessly 
assumed that peace and security will be pro
moted merely by the non-Communist na
tions indefinitely granting one-sided conces
sions to the Communist nations. 

A great danger in Asia is the fear of many 
non-Communist peoples that the United 
States has no real intention of standing 
firmly behind them. Already that fear has 
mounted to the danger point. We accepted 
in Korea an armistice which the Chinese 
Communists boisterously misrepresent as 
a victory for them. We acquiesced in an 
Indochina armistice which reflected the de
feat of the French Union forces at Dien Bien 
Phu. We aided the Tachen evacuation. The 
reasons were compelling, nevertheless the 
result added a few square miles to the Com
munist domain. 

If the non-Communist Asians ever come to 
feel that their Western allies are disposed to 
retreat whenever communism threatens the 
peace, then the entire area could quickly 
become indefensible. 

As the situation now exists, neither the 
cause of freedom, nor United States security, 
nor world peace and security, would be pro
moted by undermining the faith of the free 
Asian peoples in our strength and in our 
willingness to use that strength to restrain 
those who violently menace liberty. The 
·American - peeple have,' through the €on
gress, made their own resolution clear. That 
is a verdict which the Government accepts 
as sound and which it will soberly execute. 

v 
Let me turn now to southeast Asia. In a 

few hours I shall be going to Bangkok to 
attend the first meeting of the council 
created under the Manila Pact for the se
curity of southeast Asia. 

We shall at Bangkok deal with the prob• 
lem of organizing the treaty council. Also 
we shall begin to deal with the three sub
stantive problems assigned to the council, 
namely military security, security against 
subversion directed from without, and eco
nomic welfare. I cannot anticipate what 
the decisions will be, but I am confident 
that our gathering will show the advantages 
of cooperation between the East and the 
West. 

Some Asians retain a fear, derived from 
past colonial relationships, that close ties 
with the Western powers will lead to their 
being dominated by the Western powers. It 
is essential that that fear should be dis
pelled. 

An important step in that direction was 
taken at Manila when, at the inspiration of 
President Magsaysay, the eight powers there 
signed the Pacific Charter. Thereby we ded
icated ourselves to promoting self-govern
ment and to securing independence for all 
countries whose peoples desire it and are 
able to undertake its responsibilities. Also, 
we agreed to cooperate in the economic, so
cial, and cultural fields in order to promote 
higher living standards, economic progress, 
and social well-being. 

However, words are not enough. It is 
necessary to infuse these words with the 
breath of life. That, I hope, will be done at 
Bangkok. Those who gather there will meet 
as equals. We shall, I think: find ways to 
diminish the risk of armed attack against 

the treaty area and the danger of subversion 
from without. Also we shall begin to study 
economic problems. These are not capable 
of any dramatic and spectacular solution, 
but they do respond to steady, painstaking, 
and sympathetic efforts. 

The first task is to deal with fundamen
tals. That we are already doing, particu
larly in the basic realm of education. United 
States universities and colleges are cooper
ating with Asian institutions in Thailand, 
the Philippines, and Pakistan. Many United 
States technicians are serving in Asia in eco
nomic, educational, and health tasks, and 
the number is being increased. Our cooper
ation is already beginning to show results in 
better food and better health, and we are 
together taking the first steps to expand 
trade, to increase private investment, and to 
raise standards of living. 

In such ways, we can justify man's faith 
in freedom. 

There should indeed be no cleavage be
tween the Western and Asian nations. Our 
concept of the nature of man had its begin
ning in Asia, where East and West met. We 
believe that all . men are the creation and 
concern of a universal God and that He has 
endowed every person with a right to de
velop in accordance with the dictates of his 
individual reason and conscience. 

That religious faith, politically trans
lated into the Magna Carta, the French Dec
laration of the Rights of Man, and our own 
Declaration of Independence, was, as Lincoln 
said of our Declaration, nothing exclusive 
but designed to provide liberty, not alone 
to the people of this country, but hope for 
the world for all future time. 

We also realize that, if human liberty is 
to be a reality, there must be an economic 
as well as a political foundation. The im
poverished and the destitute cannot be truly 
free. So we recognize that economic values 
are essential to give reality to the moral and 
political values that we cherish. 

Such a philosophy is indeed very different 
from .that of Soviet. communism. 

Soviet communism denies the principle of 
human equality and instead substitutes the 
principle of class rule. 

It denies that men are capable of self
government and substitutes the principle of 
dictatorship, the so-called dictatorship of the 
proletariat. 

It denies nationalism, except as it can be 
used as a slogan to drive a wedge between 
East and West .and prepare the way for an 
absorption of the peoples by international 
communism. 

It preaches a new doctrine of segregation. 
The peoples of Asia, it is said, must be segre
gated from the peoples of the West. The new 
nations of Asia must be segregated from 
association with others. 

The guile behind this is obvious. The 
Soviet and Chinese Communists know that 
their combined power can dominate the 
Eurasian Continent. If the other nations of 
Europe and Asia stand alone, they will be 
unable to resist · the iron embrace of inter
national communism. 

At the Berlin Conference last year, Mr. 
Molotov denounced NATO and proposed a 
European security system which would ex
clude the United States. Now, the Soviet 
and Chinese Communists denounce the 
Manila Pact, because it may bring to South
east Asia the strength needed to resist Com
munist aggression. 

The Bangkok Conference will enable the 
free nations of the West and of the East to 
begin a vital demonstration. They can show 
that, through association as sovereign equals, 
they can each help the other to independ
ence, security, and well~being. 

That result accords with the high ideals 
with which our Nation was founded. It is 
~n keeping with what our people have sought 
throughout their history. So our delegation 
goes to Bangkok with confidence, because we 
know that our mission is suEtained by na
tional faith and national purpose. 
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. RESULT OF · SCIENTIFIC POLL ON · 

MINNESOTA ' FEPC LAW 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the result of a scientific 
poll on Minnesota's Fair 'Employment 
Practices Commission law, which ap
peared in the February 6, 1955, issue of 
the Minneapolis Tribune. The result of 
the poll is further evidence of the grow
ing support in the United States for the 

·principle of equal opportunity of em
ployment. 

There being no objection, the result of 
the poll was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FEPC LAW FAVORED BY 85 PERCENT OF STATE 

ADULTS 
Minnesota men and women strongly favor 

the passage of a State FEPC (fair employ
ment practices) law. 

In a survey just completed by the Minne
sota Poll, 85 per cent of the people inter
viewed throughout the State are in favor of 
such a measure. 

Eleven percent are opposed, and 4 percent 
are undecided. 

Some of those opposed (3 percent of the 
State sample) say they would support an 
FEPC law that applied "just to jobs on the 
public payroll-that is, jobs paid from tax 
money." 

Fifty-four percent of the entire group 
interviewed believe that if the 1955 legisla
ture does adopt an FEPC law, it should be 
"quite strict" so far as penalties for viola
tions are concerned. 

Thirty-one _percent would prefer that the 
law be "quite mUd." The rest give qualified 
answers or are undecided on that point. 

Gov. Orville ·L; Freeman last month 
urged passage of . "an enforceable fair em
ployment practices act which will give as
surance that there · will be no economic dis· 
crimination against anyone based on race, 
color, creed, or national ·orlgin." 

Interviewing in the Minnesota poll survey 
was conducted between January 19 and Jan
uary 24, with ·more than 60 field reporters 
in all parts of the State putting ·this first 
question to a representative cross section of 
Minnesotans aged 21 and older: . 

"Some States have laws providing that 
everyone is to have an equal chance to get a 
job on his own merits, regardless of his race 
'or religion. Such laws are often called FEPC, 
or fair employment practices, laws~ Do you 
think Minnesota should have a State FEPC 
law, or should not?" 

'I'he replies: 

All · 
adults Men Women 

-----------1---------
Percent Percent Percent 

Should have__________________ 11 82 87 
Should not.__________________ 11 14 7 
Other. .. __ ------------------- (') (') 1 
No opinion___________________ 4 4 5 

TotaL---- ____ -------- __ 100 100 100 

' Less than 1 percent. -

In February 1953,· a similar survey showed 
84 percent of the State's adults in favor 
of an FEPC law. · · 

The latest study shows these proportions 
of Minnesota groups e.ndorsing the idea 
of an FEPC law: 

Eighty-six percent of the city residents, 
85 percent of the -peopl-e in small towns, and 
82 percent of the farmers. 

Eighty-eight percent of the independent 
voters, 86 percent-of the Democratic-Farmer
Laborites, and 81 percent of the Republicans. 

Seventy-seven percent of the people in the 
upper economic group, 87 percent of those 
in the middle group, and 85 percent of those 
in t:Q.e lower economic grou~. 

Eighty-two percent of -the labor union 
members; 

Ninety percent of the men and women in 
the 21-29 age bracket, 84 percent of those in 
the 30-49 age group, and 83 percent of those 
50 years and older. 

"We're trying to overcome racial segrega
tion, and this seems a good way", a Mar
shall man said. "Everyone should have 
an equal chance to work", a Solway farmer 
observed. "If all men were honest we 
wouldn't need FEPC, but all aren't", a Pine 
City man said. 

Opponents of FEPC made comments like 
thes_e: 

"That is not a law which can be enforced" 
(an Eveleth man); "it would bring too many 
Negroes up north" (a Fairmont man); "it 
would be inviting trouble" (a Red Wing 
man). 

Those against a Minnesota fair employ
ment practices measure were asked: 

"Would you favor or oppose an FEPC law 
in Minnesota that applied just to jobs on 
the public payroll-that is, jobs paid from 
tax money-but not to jobs in private busi
ness?." 

These were tlie answers of the 11 percent 
of the total sample who were asked the 
question: 

Percent 
Would oppose that too_______________ 6 
Would favor that_____________________ 3 
Other or undecided------------------ 2 

Total -------------------------- 11 
The final question was asked of the en

tire cross-section, including· proponents and 
opponents of FEPC: 

"Suppose the Minnesota legislature does 
adopt an FEPC law this year. As far as 
penalties for violators are .concerned, do you 
think the law should be quite strict or quite 
mild?" 

The replies: 

All 
adults Men Wom

en 

Percent Percent .Percent 
Quite stricL.---------------- 54 52 56 
Quite mild___________________ 31 36 27 
Qualified _______________ ______ 2 2 1 
No opinion___________________ 13 10 16 

100 100 100 

Among people who favor an FEPC law, 57 
percent think the penalties should be quite 
strict, while 30 percent would prefer them to 
be quite mild. Opponents of the measure 
are' evenly divided on the matter of penalties. 

One of the frequent comments of people 
favoring the stricter form of law was, "There's 
no use having an FEPC law if it cannot be 
enforced." 

LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the 37th 

anniversary of Lithuania's independence, 
which tragically proved to be short
lived, occurred this week. 

During her period of independence, 
from 1918 to 1940, Lithuania was an 
honored member of the family of free 
nations, faithfully fulfilling all her obli
gations in the international community. 

The contrast between those happy 
days and the present is deplorable. It 
has been described by the Lithuanian 
American Council in these words: 

Today, a rigid Soviet censorship hides 
from the world the continuing deportations 
under the guise of "volunteer" work else
where, the collectivization of a once most 
prosperous nation, the slave labor camps, 
the systematic efforts of the Soviet occupa
tional regime to organically merge Lithuania 
into the Soviet system; the extermination of 
the. hostile anti-Soviet element by killings of 

the resistant groups; by russification and 
colonization by Russian elements. 

But the spirit of freedom remains 
alive in Lithuania: As this proud and 
virile nation survived other oppressions, 
so shall it survive this one. On the occa
sion of this 37th anniversary of Lithua
nian independence, America sends a 
message of sympathy to the Lithuanian 
people in their'hours of trial, and of hope 
that one day they may again enjoy the 
happiness they once had as a free and 
independent nation. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a statement which I have 
prepared on the· celebration of Lithua
nia's independence. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BEALL 
THIRTY-SEVENTH ANNIVERSARY OF LITHUANIA'S 

INDEPENDENCE 
On February 16, 1955, nearly 1 million 

Lithuanian-Americans celebrated the 37th 
anniversary of Lithuania's independence. 

During her period of freedom, from 1918 
to 1940, Lithuania was an exemplary nation 
and an honored member of the family of free 
nations, honorably fulfilling all her obliga
tions. 

Laws passed during that period greatly 
lessened the infiuence of Communist propa
ganda. Her land-reform law of 1922, the first 
in all Europe, was one of the most important 
as 73 percent of the population was engaged 
in agriculture. 

Universal compulsory education (1930) 
reduced the illiteracy from 64 percent to 15 
percent. From 1919 to 1939 the number of 
pupils in grammar schools alone rose from 
some 45,000 to nearly 300,000. 

Lithuania's state opera, the theater and 
ballet attracted internationally famous con
ductors and artists and added luster to the 
culture of this ancient nation. 

Now, under Soviet domination, a rigid cen
sorship conceals from the world the continu
ing deportations under the guise of "volun
teer" work elsewhere; the collectivization; 
the slave labor camps; the systematic efforts 
of the Soviet occupational regime to merge 
Lithuania organically into the Soviet system; 
the extermination of the hostile native anti
Soviet element by killings of the resistance 
groups. 

But Lithuania has not succumbed. She 
still fights on. 

So it was fitting that these Lithuanian
Americans, these descendants of an ancient 
race, should solemnly observe an independ
ence denied in the home country. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the senior Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at this point a statement pre
pared by him on the subject of Lithuan
ian Independence Day. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HRUSKA 
I am proud to join with other Members 

of the Senate and House in noting Febru
ary 16 as the 37th anniversary of the inde
pendence of Lithuania. · 

The commemoration of the freedom - of 
this valiant nation continues to be a bleak 
one, with Lithuania still enslaved behind 
the Iron Curtain. Americans of Lithuanian 
descent retain an indomitable determination 
to continue the battle for the freedom of 
their homel~nd. I am sure that spirit is 
reflected in the hearts of their countrymen 
imprisoned in the iron grip of the Soviets. 
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The enslavement of Lithuania was another 

milestone in the Soviet march toward world 
domination or chaos. It should serve as a 
determined resolution for all Americans to 
stand firm against Soviet aggression spear
headed by bullets or by the creeping infiltra
tion which has served the masters of the 
Kremlin so well. 

One of the blackest marks in the black his
tory of the Soviet dictators is the 30-year 
long trail of peace treaties and agreements 
violated to serve their purposes. Three 
peace agreements with Lithuania, signed by 
the Red rulers in 1920, 1933, and 1939, now 
serve as no more than monuments to the 
ruthlessness of the Red rulers. 

It is small encouragement that these vio
lated agreements have served a purpose. 
Piled on top of other treaties torn to shreds 
by the Kremlin, they have alerted the free 
world to the contempt in which interna
tional law and order is held by the Soviets. 

The submergence of Lithuania into the 
Soviet regime has served to put other free 
nations on their guard. The Soviet aggres
sors are being thwarted by ever more effective 
barriers to their tactics of creeping infiltra
tion as well as naked military aggression. 

May the increased vigilance of the free 
world reaffirm the hope of Lithuanians every
where for celebration of unblemished inde
pendence days in the future. 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, the 
day before yesterday, February 16, 
marked the 37th anniversary of Lithu
ania's independence. 

I wish to present a brief tribute to the 
Lithuanian nation on the 37th anniver
sary of their national independence. 

Commemoration of this 37th anniver
sary of Lithuanian independence ought 
to remind all the free world of one im
portant fact, and ·that is the brutal char
acter of world communism, and in par
ticular of the Soviet Russian regime. 
Destruction of Lithuanian independence 
in June 1940 was by itself an act crimi
nal enough for the world to long re
member. But certainly one of the most 
brutal aspects of Soviet activity in Lith
uania--one which the world will never 
forget-was the well-calculated, method
ical plan of deportation of Lithuanians 
from their native land to distant parts 
of the Soviet Empire. 

Deportations from Lithuania and her 
sister Baltic states, Latvia and Estonia, 
did not come about until after the Soviet 
occupation in June 1940. However, this 
diabolical scheme for destroying all anti
Communist Baltic peoples was devised 
in October 1939, perhaps even before, 
and at a time when all three Baltic 
States had concluded pacts of mutual 
assistance with Moscow. These pacts, 
far from being "mutual," were imposed 
upon the Baltic States and opened the 
door for Soviet domination in the Baltic 
region. On October 11, 1939, immedi
ately after the. pacts were concluded, the 
Soviet secret police, the NKVD, issued 
the notorious order No. 001223 which set 
forth detailed instructions for the arrest 
and deportation of all "anti-Soviet and 
antisocial elements" in the Baltic States. 

Thus, it is clear beyond a shadow of 
a doubt that long before Lithuania was 
forcibly annexed to the Soviet Union an 
order had already been issued which was 
designed not only to destroy Lithuanian 
independence but to destroy as well 
the Lithuanian people. Soviet infidelity 
with regard to the mutual assistance 

pact ls further underscored by the fact 
that order No. 001223 was officially given 
and remained in effect at the same time 
the Soviet Government promised to re
spect the territorial integrity and na
tional independence of Lithuania. 

In May 1941 preparations were made 
by the People's Commissariat for State 
Security of the Lithuanian S. S. R. for 
the deportation of all the "hostile and 
criminal and socially dangerous ele
ment." Between June 14 and June 21, 
1941, 34,260 persons were deported to 
distant areas in Siberia and the Arctic. 
Since the second Soviet occupation in 
1944, there have been several waves of 
deportations from Lithuania. In 1948 
and 1949 about 10 percent of the Lithu
anian population was deported by the 
Soviets to Siberia in an effort to break 
the resistance of the Lithuanian farmers 
against forcible collectivization of their 
land. 

Such is the brutal character of the 
Soviet regime. Lithuania has felt the 
full force of this Soviet brutality and the 
Lithuanian people have undergone inde
scribable hardships in their efforts to 
retain their dignity and identity as a 
people. A lesser people could not bear 
the tremendous burdens imposed by 
Sovietization. But the Lithuanians are 
a great people. · They are a people who 
have known Russian oppression before 
and survived, and today they shall sur
vive as a nation and a people in spite 
of the intensity of Soviet oppression, for 
resistance, patriotism, and hatred of 
oppression are virtues rooted deep in the 
Lithuanian soul. The Lithuanian peo
ple and the Lithuanian nation are not 
forgotten. The Lithuanian national 
aspirations will not be forgotten. 

CZECH STUDENTS INFORMATION 
SERVICE 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the senior Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a statement prepared by him 
on the subject of the Czech students 
Information Service. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HRUSKA 

We sadly note today that it has been 7 
years since free Czechoslovakia was perverted 
into a Communist satellite. But it is with 
pride that we also commemorate the symbol 
of hope that the Czech student has become 
in the world's resistance to Soviet aggression. 

We, of Czech descent in the free world, are 
responsible for saluting the now-obscured 
struggle these students are making against 
oppression of the mind, because there will 
be no such observance behind the Iron Cur. 
tain. 

The gallant stand of the students of 
Charles University, as the Communists 
choked off freedom in Czechoslovakia in 
February 1948, remains to the world a mile
stone in the struggle for the liberty of 'man. 
Subdued by clubs and guns, the Czech stu .. 
dents sank into the iron grip of the Com
munist aggressors. But hints of their de
termined battle against the Red regime leak 
out through the Iron Curtain. The Reds 
have admitted the arrest of hundreds of stu
dent leaders and more thousands have been 
expelled from the universities. Some have 

slipped through the barbed wire to freedom, 
some 1,000 of them now living in the United 
States. 

To us, who live in freedom, the sacrifice of 
the Czech students has not been in vain. 
The Communists learned 7 years ago this 
month, that although they strangle every 
source of independent opposition from lead
ers of the nation, they also must conquer 
youth's determination to resist although it 
may be against hopeless odds. 

By this dynamic action, the Czech stu. 
dents forged a kinship with youth every
where, dedicated to reaffirming the world's 
faith in freedom and truth. 

Once proud institutions of study and free 
research in Czechoslovakia now are only part 
of the Communist machine to stamp out 
well-machined, robot minds which will not 
question the dictates of the Kremlin. But 
the student remains the spearhead of free
dom. 

By Czechoslovakia's Red masters, the stu
dent has been branded "the most reactionary 
element in today's Czechoslovakia." The 
number of "nonreliable" students expelled 
from Czech schools probably has reached 
some 20,000 since the Red coup. 

Youth continues to demonstrate its faith 
in the free thought that is the cornerstone 
of our democratic systems. February 25, 
1948, has become a symbol that generations 
to come, tomorrow's leaders, have learned 
the price that must be paid for freedom. 
And they are determined to continue the 
search for freedom and truth, whatever the 
sacrifice. 

ORDER TO DISPENSE WITH CALL 
OF TH~ CALENDAR ON MONDAY 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President I 

ask unanimous consent that on M~n
day, when the Senate meets following 
the adjournment today, the call of the 
calendar, provided for under the rule 
be dispensed with. ' 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? · 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. LANGER. I did not understand 

the request of the distinguished Sena
tor from Kentucky. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I asked unanimous 
consent that the calendar call be dis
pensed with on Monday next. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Kentucky be kind enough 
to advise the Senate what his plans are 
with respect to the legislative program 
of the Senate? Several Senators have 
made inquiry along that line. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I shall be happy to 
do so. 

No legislative business will be trans
acted today, and the Senate will adjourn 
whenever the Members of the Senate 
desire that it adjourn. 

On Monday it is the intention of the 
acting majority leader to ask the Senate 
to consider the following measures, al
though they will not necessarily be 
called up in the order in which I shall 
list them: 

Calendar No. 26, S. 462, to increase the 
salaries of justices and judges of United 
States courts, Members of Congress, and 
for other purposes. 

Calendar No. 29, Senate Resolution 20, 
authorizing the employment of addi
tional personnel by the Committee on 
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Post Office and Civil Service and appro· 
priating funds therefor. 

Calendar No. 30, Senate Resolution 40 
continuing the authority of the Commit~ 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare to in· 
vestigate employee welfare and pension 
plans and funds subject to collective 
bargaining. 

Calendar No. 31, Senate Resolution 41, 
authorizing additional expenditure and 
employment of further temporary as· 
sistants by the Committee on Govern· 
ment Operations. 

Calendar No. 32, Senate Resolution 56 
to print for the use of the Committee o~ 
the Judiciary additional copies of the 
report entitled "The Korean War and 
Related Matters." 

Calendar No. 33, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 9, to print for the use of the 
Committee on the Judiciary additional 
copies of certain parts of the hearings 
on interlocking subversion in Govern· 
ment departments. 

Calendar No. 34, S. 913, to eliminate 
the need for renewal of oaths of office 
upon change of status of employees of 
the Senate. 

Calendar No. 35, S. 456, relating to the 
regulation of nets in Alaska waters. 

Calendar No. 36, Senate Joint Reso· 
lution 42, to amend the National Hous
ing Act, as amended. 

I wish to repeat, Mr. President, that 
these measures probably will not be 
taken up in the order I have announced 
them today. It is likely however, that 
the three measures to be first called up 
will be Calendar No. 29, Senate Resolu· 
tion 20; Calendar No. 30, Senate Reso· 
lution 40; and Calendar No. 31, Senate 
Resolution 41. 

REGISTRATION BY SENATOR MORSE 
AS A DEMOCRAT 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, it 
is the right of every citizen in a democ· 
racy to change his political allegiance 
according to the dictates of his con
science. 

The Democratic Party of Oregon and 
of the Nation welcomes the enrollment 
in its membership of WAYNE L. MORSE, 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
my State. I should like to add that last 
night, in Lane County, Oreg., the senior 
Senator from Oregon registered as a 
Democrat. He is now officially a mem
ber of the Democratic Party. 

As the junior Senator from Oregon, I 
say to Senator MORSE that we respect the 
Ion~ period ?f soul searching and study 
which led him from the political party 
of his original choice and to the party 
of Jefferson, Jackson, Wilson, Roosevelt, 
and Truman. 

As a Democrat, Senator MoRSE still 
can be an independent, although with 
a small "i" ·rather than a large "I." Our 
party is the party of men and women 
who are independent in viewPoint hu· 
manitarian in outlook, and unfette;ed in 
action. It is the only political party 
which has endured since the founding of 
this vast Nation. It has survived be
cause it has represented all Americans 
rather than any narrow segment .of our 
society. It is the party of true inde· 
pendents like WAYNE MoRSE, of men who 

put ideals above any label or superficial vantage of our new Democratic Senator 
identification. WAYNE L. MoRSE. ' 
CHANGE OF PARTIES IN UNITED STATES TRADITION 

In my State, some of Senator MoRsE's 
political enemies have criticized him as 
fickle. Yet many of the greatest of 
Americans have changed political par
ties. This illustrious list includes such 
men as Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, 
George W. Norris, Wendell Willkie, and 
others. 

So far as my wife and I are con
cerned-and in Oregon Mrs. Neuberger 
and I operate as a team-we intended to 
support Senator MoRSE for reelection in 
1956 whether he ran as an Independent 
or as a Democrat. Indeed, I said as 
much at a luncheon at Atlantic City, 
N. J., on February 16, 1955, with which 
I was honored by Oregon's delegates to 
the 13th Annual Convention of the Na
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Asso
ciation. On that recent occasion I de
clared: 

A political party is not s~cred. It is 
merely a means to an end. Its purpose is 
the expression by a large number of people 
of certain principles of government. When 
a party ceases to stand for those principles 
which satisfy the ideals of an individual 
citizen, he is entitled as a free man to seek 
some other party. 

I should like to add that the delegates 
to tJ:le rural electric conference, repre· 
sentmg many Oregon counties and farm. 
ing areas, concurred heartily. 

DEMOCRATS THE PARTY OF ALL PEOPLE 

Naturally, I rejoice that Senator 
MoRsE has decided to associate himself 
with the Democratic Party-the party 
that stands for the welfare of the aver. 
age man and woman. For example 
Senator MoRSE has advocated conserva~ 
tion and use of our natural resources in 
the interest of all the people. The Re. 
publican Party, as now constituted has 
turned ,.its back upon that progra{n-a 
program, incidentally, which dates back 
to such Republicans as Theodore Roose
velt, Gifford Pinchot, Hiram Johnson 
and Charles L. McNary. The Demo~ 
cratic Party, conversely, has fought to 
preserve our public-power and conserva
tion programs. Where else could Sena
tor MoRsE go except into the Democratic 
Party? 

In 1956 Senator Morse will be reelected 
as a Democrat. Issues, rather than 
political partisanship, will decide the 
votes of Oregon's people. I look for· 
ward to informing the men and women 
of Oregon of the high regard with which 
my senior colleague is looked upon in 
the Nation's Capital, by political foe and 
friend alike. I have never heard a per
son speak against Senator MoRsE's in· 
tegrit~, honor, scholarship, or capacity 
for faithful public service. 

These qualities will loom large in the 
Oregon senatorial election of next year. 
The number of Americans who give their 
allegiance blindly to one party or an· 
other, without thought of the funda
mental principles at stake, is happily 
declining. A spirit of genuine political 
independence-an independence in the 
best American tradition-will rule in 
Oregon in 1956 when the people again 
go to the polls. This will be to the ad-

. In conclusion, Mr. President, I should 
· hke to say that Senator MoRsE's very 

dear and close friend, the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], who is unable 
to b~ present today, asked me to say that 
he 1s proud and pleased and that he 
shares in our satisfaction that the senior 
Senator from Oregon, of whom he is a 
v~ry close friend, as I am also, has de
Cided to be formally and officially a mem· 
ber of the great Democratic Party. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? ' 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President I 

should like to associate myself with the 
remarks of the junior Senator from 
Oregon in his welcome to the senior 
Senator from Oregon _on entering the 
fold of the Democratic Party. It is an
other example, to cite the statement of 
the Senator from New Mexico, of good 
commonsense being shown. But it is 
a~so proof that the Democratic Party is 
big enough and broad enough for all 
Americans who wish to see this great 
country grow and prosper. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? ' 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President as 

one Member of the Senate on the Deino
cratic side, I wish to express my great 
pleasure at the decision which the senior 
Se~a:tor from Oregon has made. In my 
?Pimon, the senior Senator from Oregon 
1s a great, courageous, and able Member 
o~ the Senate, and one of the finest 
With whom I have ever had the pleasure 
of serving. He stands by and fights for 
hi~ convictions, regardless of party affili· 
atwn, and I am certain he will continue 
to d~ so. I think it should be said that 
he has tried very, very hard to get the 
Republican Party to take a forward look 
to be interested in the proper develop~ 
m~nt of the Nation's resources, and to 
ev1~ce a proper appreciation of civil lib
erties. It cannot be said that he has 
:made the decision to join the Democratic 
ranks without having done everything 
J::umanly possible to persuade the Rep.ub· 
llcan Party to adopt the attitude which 
~any thought it would have taken when 
1t returned to power. I can well under
stand how the senior Senator from Ore
gon has been disappointed in what has 
happened in the Republican Party. 

I know that as a Democrat he will be 
e~abled more forcefully to present his 
VIews and to be an even greater Senator 
from the great State of Oregon. I wish 
to congratulate not only our party, but 
the people of Oregon, upon the decision 
which Senator MoRsE has made. It will 
be a great pleasure to work with him as 
a Democratic Senator. ·I know that as 
a Democrat he will accomplish even more 
for the people of his State than he has 
accomplished heretofore. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President as one 

who is licensed by the De~ocratic 
Party to exhort political sinners to 
righteousness, I should like, on behalf of 
the Democratic Party, to extend to our 
erring brethren on the other side of the 
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aisle an opportunity at this time to con
fess their past political misdeeds and 
get right with the Lord and join the 
Democratic Party. [Laughter.] 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, 

there is only one Member present on 
the Republican side of the aisle. I am 
sure we should be glad if he would a.c
cept the invitation just offered. [Laugh
ter.] 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY] asks to be associated with the 
welcome to the senior Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MoRSE] on his becoming a 
member of the Democratic Par.ty. 
. Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I listened 
with much interest to the words of my 
distinguished colleague, the junior Sen
ator from Oregon, welcoming into the 
Democratic Party the distinguished sen
ior Senator from Oregon. Whether or 
not we agree with the distinguished sen
ior Senator from Oregon on different 
questions, we all recognize his great 
ability, his magnificent courage, his de
votion to our country and its institu
tions, and his indefatigable efforts for 
the maintenance of peace for ourselves 
and for all peoples. 

As the acting majority leader, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CLEMENTS] has so well said 
in welcoming the senior Senator from 
Oregon · into Democratic ranks, the 
Democratic Party is big enough, broad 
enough, and great enough for all Ameri
cans. Certainly we welcome this out
standing American, the senior Senator 
from Oregon, to the Demo.cratic Party. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from. Alabama yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 

very curious to know who is going to 
be the senior Senator from Oregon. Will 
jt be Senator NEUBERGER or Senator 
MoRsE? 

Mr. HILL. I may say to my distin
guished friend from North Dakota that 
since the distinguished senior Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] has been in 
the Senate a longer period of time, I 
should say he would be the senior Sena
tor from Oregon. 

LOCATION OF THE BONES OF 
SITTING BULL 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, there 
has been some discussion as to where 
Sitting Bull is buried. Some time ago 
a number of persons from South Da
kota came to North Dakota and stated 
that the bones of Sitting Bull were 
buried in South Dakota. I have a rec
ord showing that the bones of Sitting 
Bull were auctioned off in the North 
Dakota Legislature a short time ago 
and are scattered all over the State of 
North Dakota. They are not in the 
State of South Dakota. As a matter of 
fact, they are in the state of North Da
kota; and the so-called statue erected 
to the memory of Sitting Bull in the 
State of South Dakota is a fraud. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
article by Russ Greenlee, published in 

the' Devil's Lake <N. Dak.Y Journal of 
February 5, 1955, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REAL BoNEs OF SITTING BULL AUCTIONED IN 

NORTH DAKOTA SENATE 
(By Russ Greenlee) 

BrsMARCK.-The end or this Sitting Bull 
business is not yet. 

In the senate Wednesday, Senator Carroll 
Day, of Grand Forks, came up with a box of 
bones sent him, he reported, by E. C. Chris
tie, of Cavalier County as "the real bones of 
Sitting Bull." 

Day's explanation was that some North 
Dakotans had been tipped of a raid by South 
Dakotans on Sitting Bull's grave at Fort 
Yates, and had salvaged the relics of the 
Sioux leader and substituted the remains of 
a bobcat. 

Day handed over the box of bones to Sen
ator Ole Johnson, of Cavalier County. John
son delivered the trophy to President Pro 
Tempore Oliver Bilden. 

Ray Schnell, of Dickinson, a former lieu
tenant governor, had been called to speak to 
the senators. Schnell is an auctioneer, and 
someone proposed that he auction off the 
bones to raise funds for the March of Dimes. 

A total of $225 was obtained from the sen
ators for various bones, all of which were 
returned to the box. 

Schnell, by the way, prefaced his remarks 
with a declaration that he had appeared 
only as a Senate visitor. 

"I am not here," he emphasized, "to look 
for an appointment to the board of higher 
education." 

Schnell, who re<:ently made a tour of sev
eral southwestern range States, where 
drought had been pronounced, said North 
Dakota appears lush by comparison. 
· The haystacks in this State look especially 
heartening to him as a cattleman. 

"Some of the States I visited," he said, 
didn't produce enough grass for a jack
rabbit." 

NEW EVIDENCE IN DIXON-YATES 
DEAL 

Mr. IDLL. Mr. President, during the 
past week we have witnessed a building 
up of the Dixon-Yates campaign to label 
all opposition to this improvident ar
rangement as partisan politics in its 
worst form. The barrage continues al
most. daily. 

The other day, Mr. Dixon hailed the 
decision of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission with a boast that even the 
closest scrutiny has not turned up any
thing. Apparently the gentleman meant 
that no one has uncovered any wrong
doing or questionable conduct on the 
part of those who are responsible for the 
Dixon-Yates deal. 

Mr. President, I am taking the time of 
the Senate this afternoon because I am 
convinced that there do exist certaines~ 
sential facts concerning this deal which 
have ·not been made public. There is 
definite indication that these facts have 
been deliberately concealed from the 
Congress and the American people. 
These facts strongly suggest important 
and substantial questions which must be 
investigated to the fullest. The facts 
and circumstances I am about to describe 
make it essential and necessary that the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Atomic 
Energy Commission be called upon to 
make a full and complete disclosure of 

the part played by certain individuals 
and the corporations they represented in 
the development of the Dixon-Yates ar
rangement. 

Mr. President, a vice president and di
rector of the· First Boston Corp.-one 
of the country's largest and most in
fluential banking institutions in the 
utility field-was acting as a consultant 
to Mr. Dodge, the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, during the very period 
when the Dixon-Yates deal was being 
put together. There exists persuasive 
eVidence that· this man participated in 
conferences and meetings on the Dixon
Yates matter, which were held in the 
Budget Bureau at the very time when the 
First Boston company was making ar
rangements for financing the Dixon
Yates plant. The same company, the 
First Boston Corp., also helped arrange 
the financing for the OVEC combine, 
whic:1 was put together to supply power 
for AEC's production plant near Ports
mouth, Ohio. 

In the Dixon-Yates case which was 
tried before the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, two rather important items 
emerged in the course of the hearings. 

Mr. Dixon, president of Middle South 
Utilities, testified that he had had con
versations with representatives of the 
First Boston Corp. concerning the debt 
financing of the Dixon-Yates proposal, 
sometime prior to February 25, 1954, the 
date when Middle South and the South
ern Co. made their first proposal to the 
Atomic Energy Commission. There was 
also produced in that proceeding-that 
is to say, the proceeding before the Se
curities and Exchange Commission'--a 
"confidential" memorandum dated 
March 2, 1954, which Mr. Yates, the 
chairman of the board of the Southern 
Co., had circulated to all the directors of 
the Southern Co., as well as to certain 
other persons. This "confidential" 
memorandum related to the Dixon
Yates proposal to AEC of February 25, 
1954; and in the memorandum, Mr. Yates 
stated: 

The First Boston Corp. had advised Mid· 
South and Southern they can sell $114,000,-
000 of 3 ¥2 -percent bonds to insurance com
panies under present market conditions. 

Other testimony which also was 
brought out in the proceeding before the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
shows that the participation of the First 
Boston Corp. in the Dixon-Yates matter 
not only began at an early date, but also 
continued as the proposal developed. 
From the evidence to which I have just 
referred, it is clear that the First Boston 
Corp. has had a hand in the arrange
ments for providing Dixon-Yates with 
somewhere between $99 million and $120 
million. 
· There was· aiso produced in that pro
ceeding-! refer to the same proceeding 
before the Securities and Exchange 
Commission-a memorandum dated 
March 3, 1954, prepared by T. G. Seal, 
who, I am advised, is a vice president of 
Ebasco Services. Ebasco, it will be re
called, is the large utility service com
pany which works hand-in-glove with 
Mr. Dixon and his Middle South Co., 
and was responsible for the "Ebasco 
fiasco" at Paducah, which cost the 
Government so many millions of dollars. 
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The memorandum was obtained from the 
Dixon-Yates people, and was also intro· 
duced in evidence in the SEC hearing. At 
this point I should say it is clear that 
Mr. Seal and others affiliated with Ebas
co Services have piayed an important 
part in the development of the Dixon· 
Yates arrangement. · 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Alabama yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HILL. I should like to proceed 
with my statement, that I might get it 
into the RECORD in orderly fashion. How
ever, if the subject the Senator from 
Tennessee has in mind is germane to the 
matter now under discussion, I shall 
yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think it is ger
mane, if the Senator from Alabama will 
yield to me. 

Mr. IDLL. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from 

Aiabama has been discussing the con. 
nection between Dixon-Yates and Ebas· 
co Services. I am sure the Senator from 
Alabama is familiar with the conclusion 
or the statement appearing in the report 
of the Langer Subcommittee on Monop· 
oly and Antitrust Matters-a subcom
mittee of the Judiciary Committee
which indicates that Ebasco is the whol
ly owned service company of Electric 
Bond & Share; that Electric Bond & 
Share, instead of receiving a percentage 
from the operating companies, now re
ceives a percentage of the revenues of 
the operating companies, through the 
services performed by Ebasco; that, as a 
matter of fact, Ebasco-Electric Bond & 
Share-is still left intact; ~nd that that 
should have been one of the considera
tions taken into account by the Securi
ties and Exchange Commission in pass
ing upon the legality of this whole deal. 

Mr. IDLL. Yes; and, of course, Ebasco 
is the company which the Mid-South 
Co. and other companies used in what 
is called the Ebasco fiasco, which was 
the building of the plant near Joppa, 
Illinois, for the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Is it not also true 
that originally the Dixon-Yat~s group 
had intended to use Ebasco as the con
tractor for the building of the plant at 
·west Memphis, Ark.; but upon the pub
lic criticism of the bad showing that 
Ebasco had made at the Paducah plant, 
the Dixon-Yates group finally decided 
not to use that company as· the contrac
tor but to use it only as the engineer or 

- suPervisor, or something -Of that kind? 
Mr. HILL. I think the record to which 

the Senator from Tennessee has referred 
confirms exactly what he has just said. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. So Electric Bond 
and Share, through Ebasco, the hold
ing company which was ordered to be 
broken up, is being reinstituted and is 
having a larger control or hold over the 
manufacture and distribution of elec
tric power in this region, through Ebasco, 
which is connected with the Dixon
Yates? 

Mr. HILL. Yes. There, again, I think 
the record of the subcommittee of which 
the Senator from Tennessee is a mem
ber confirms the facts he has just stated. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sen
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, in order 
that Senators may have this picture 
clearly in mind, I shall repeat a few of 
the last things I · have stated in the 
course of my remarks. 

There was also produced in the pro
ceedings before the Securities and Ex
change Commission a memorandum 
dated March 3, 1954, prepared by T. G. 
Seal, who, I am advised, is a vice presi· 
dent of Ebasco Services. Ebasco, it will 
be recalled, is the large utility service 
company which works hand-in-glove 
with Mr. Dixon and his Middle South 
Co., and was responsible for the Ebasco 
fiasco at Paducah, which cost the Gov
ernment so many millions of dollars. 
The memorandum was obtained from 
the Dixon-Yates ·people, and was also 
introduced in evidence in the SEC hear
ing. At this point I should say it is 
clear that Mr. Seal and others affiliated 
with Ebasco .Services have played an im
portant part in the development of the 
Dixon-Yates arrangement. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield to the 
·Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. I am interested in what 
the Senator from Alabama has said 
about the Ebasco fiasco. That designa
tion had escaped my notice. I have not 
heard any such expression as that be
fore. I had not heard that there was 
any fiasco in connection with the activ
ity. I presume the expression referred 
to the Ohio Valley Electric Co. 

Mr. HILL. It refers to the Joppa 
plant built by EEI. It was called a 
fiasco because of the many millions of 
dollars which it cost the taxpayers of the 
United States above and beyond what 
the estimates of the cost had been. 

Mr. BUSH. Whose estimates? 
Mr. HILL. The estimates made by 

the AEC and the companies which were 
engaged in supplying the power for the 
AEC. 

Mr. BUSH. During what period of 
time was that plant built? 

Mr. IDLL. The plant was built 2 or 
3 years ago. I do not recall the exact 
date, but it was 2 or 3 years ago. 

Mr. BUSH. If that be true, then the 
plant was built during an infiationary 
period, when costs were rapidly rising. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. IDLL. No; that is not correct. 
The plant was built afterward. 

Mr. BUSH. Was the plant built dur· 
ing the Korean war? 

Mr. HILL. There was no excuse or 
justification for the excess cost. The 
cost of the plant far exceeded the esti
mates which were made at the time the 
contract was let. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Alabama yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. IDLL. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Was not the matter 

handled so badly and expensively that 
the Government finally took the contract 
a way from the company and discharged 
it? 

Mr. IDLL. That is my understanding, 
The whole story has been put into the 
record of both the appropriate subcom
mittee of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, and the Subcommittee on Inde
pendent Offices of the Committee on 
Appropriations. I am sure the story has 
been put in the record of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy, 

In this connection, I might say that 
while the costs for the Joppa plant, which 
was being built by EEl, went far be
yond the estimates, the Shawnee plant 
which the TVA built for the Atomic 
Energy Commission at Paducah, Ky., 
was built well within the estimated costs. 

I wish also to say to the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut, because he 
raised a question about infiation, that 
the plant built by EEl and the plant 
built by TV A at Paducah were con
structed at the same time. The EEl 
plant cost far beyond the estimates. The 
TVA plant was constructed well within 
the estimates of costs. 

Not only that, Mr. President, but the 
delivery and the time of delivery of power 
for our great nuclear program for the 
development of atomic energy, were very 
important. The power from the TV A
built plant was delivered ahead of time. 
The EEI was far behind the schedule 
which had been fixed. 

Mr. President, the particular memo
randum to which I wish to refer-and I 
am speaking of a memorandum from 
T. G. Seal which went into the record of 
the proceedings before the Securities 
and Exchange Commission-is an ac
count of a meeting which was held at the 
Bureau of the Budget on March 2, 1954, 
attended by various representatives of 
the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Seal, and a. 
Mr. Wenzell. The memorandum is in
teresting on a number of counts, but for 
present purposes I shall refer to one item 
in particular. 

First, it is now clear that the Mr. 
Wenzell referred to in the Seal memo
randum is Adolphe H. Wenzell, a vice 
president and director of the First Bos
ton Corp., the banking house which 
Mr. Dixon and Mr. Yates testified had 
undertaken to arrange the debt-financing 
for Dixon-Yates. In the memorandum 
Mr. Seal did not identify Mr. Wenzell 
as an officer of the First Boston Corp. 
Instead, he listed his name along with 
the names of other representatives 
of the Bureau of the Budget, leaving 
the impression that Mr. Wenzell was 
a part of the regular Bureau of the 
Budget team. In the next to the last 
paragraph of the memorandum Mr. Seal 
stated: 

Following my visit with Mr. Cook-

He was evidently referred to the Mr. 
Cook who was deputy manager of the 
Atomic Energy Commission-

Mr. Wenzell rejoined me in our office. 

That evidently means the omce of the 
Ebasco. I understand it has an office 
in the Cafritz Building in Washington. 
They did not meet in the office of the 
Bureau of the Budget. Mr. Wenzell went 
to the office of Ebasco to meet Ebasco's 
vice president and representative in this 
matter, Mr. Seal. It was evidently a. 
private conversation between the two. 
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I shall read from the beginning· of the · 
last paragraph of the memorandum: · 

Following my visit with Mr. Cook, Mr. 
Wenzell rejoined me .in our office about 5 
p . m., when he had finished his day with 
the Budget Bureau people and told me that 
the memorandum had been finished and that 
Mr. Clapp of the TVA and General Nichols 
of the AEC and the Budget Bureau people 
were to get together today, March 3, in 
Mr. Hughes' office at 9 a. m., for further 
intra-Government discussions. We hope to 
hear how these discussions eventuate later 
today. 

Last Friday morning I telephoned Mr. 
Hughes, the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, to obtain from him the facts 
concerning Mr. Wenzell's employment by 
the Bureau of the Budget. I was unable 
to reach Mr. Hughes-I was told he was 
at the time at the White House-so I 
discussed the matter with Mr. McCand
less, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget. He told me that Mr. Adolphe 
H. Wenzell had served as a consultant 
to the Bureau, but said he would have to 
talk to Mr. Hughes before he could sup
ply me with any information with re
spect to the period of Mr. Wenzell's 
employment, the nature of his duties, 
and the work he performed for the Bu
reau. I asked Mr. McCandless to have 
Mr . . Hughes supply me with the infor
mation as quickly as possible and in 
writing. 

Saturday ·! received a letter from Mr. 
·Hughes in which he cerrfi-rmed Mr.- Wen
zell's employme;nt as a consultant to the 
Bureau of the Budget beginning May 20, 
1953, and ending March 2; 1954. Mr. 
Hughes stated that Mr. Wenzell had 
served intermittently during that period 
for a total of 34 days, and that he had 
been retained by Mr. Dodge to serve with
out compensation as a consultant · on 
various . phases of the TV A power pro
gram. The letter discussed in some de
tail the nature of Mr. Wenzell's work 
on the TVA power program but Mr. 
Hughes did not see fit to mention Mr. 
Wenzell's 'participation in the Dixon
Yates matter. 

Nowhere in the chronology released by 
the Budget Bureau on August 21, 1954, 
and which was supposed to contain all 
the facts about the Dixon-Yates deal, 
did Director Hughes make any reference 
whatever to the First Boston Corp. or 
to Mr. Wenzell. 

I am sure that every Member of this 
body will recall the fanfare with which 
these releases were made and the state
ments by rep~esentatives of the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Atomic Energy 
Commission which accompanied the re
leases. The American people were told 
that the chronologies provided a full 
and complete account of the Dixon
Yates deal. When Mr. Hughes testified 
•before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, on December 4, 1954, he said: 

All basic information that I have on the 
subject is already public knowledge. • * * 
the complete facts on the background of this 
problem have been publicly available for 
more than 2 months. Nevertheless, misstate
ments and misrepresentations have contin
ued almost daily. The facts have been told, 
but evidently seldom heard. Therefore, I 
welcome this opportunity to review those 
facts before your committee. 

Even in the· letter _ which I received · 
from Budget Director Hughes on Satur:. 
day, which letter · I shall place in the 
REcoRD, Mr. Hughes · did not make any 
reference to Mr. Wenzell's part in the 
Dixon-Yates proposal. Mr. President, I 
now ask unanimous consent tO have the 
letter printed in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit A.) 
Mr. HILL. Mr. Seal's memorandum 

frankly states that the purpose of the 
March 2 meeting, which was attended by 
Mr. Wenzell, was to brief the Bureau of 
the Budget officials in anticipation of 
their meeting with TV A, officials the fol
lowing day. Mr. Seal's memorandum 
makes this pertinent statement with re-

Mr. Dodge ·advises me that Mr. Wenzell 
was engaged as a technical expert to advise 
the Director of the Budget regarding the ac
counting system of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority, particularly as to comparison of its 
annual reports of earnings with those of pri
vate industry, which has differing require
ments as to taxes, interest, etc. Mr. Wenzell 
was requested to analyze and explain the 
differences in the two types of accounting 
systems and their significance in measuring 
real results. Mr. Wenzell was also asked to 
review the allocation system for distribution 
of costs between power, navigation, :flood 
control, and other purposes, concerning 
which the Bureau of the Budget makes rec
ommendations to the President. 

I trust that this provides the information 
you desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROWLAND HUGHES, 

Director. 

spect to the Dixon-Yates proposal and Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
the comments of the Bw·eau of the Senator from Alabama yield to me? 
Budget officials: Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished 

Their comments (of the Budget Bureau of- friend, the Senator from Tennessee, who 
ficials) were not critical so much as they rep- has been so deeply interested in all mat
resented an effort to get thoroughly posted ters concerning the Dixon-Yates con
on the reasons for the figures, anticipating tract, and who also is a distinguished 
an argument from TVA, etc. member of the Joint Committee on 

Mr. President, it is startling indeed to Atomic Energy, I am delighted to yield 
find that an officer of the First Boston to him. 
Corp., who presumably that very day was - Mr. GORE. I appreciate the gener
serving as an adviser and consultant to osity of the senior Senator from Ala
the Bureau of the Budget, later the same bama. 
day met with Mr. Seal to discuss the sta- First, I wish to congratulate him upon 

.tus of the Dixon-Yates negotiations. his able presentation of a strange set 
_But even more startling -is the ,fac-t that ·of- circumstances, only now brought· to 
the First Boston Corp. was arranging the light. 
financing on a deal in which one of its Mr. HILL. I am sure the distin
officers was advising the Government, guished Senator from Tennessee will 
and apparently the same officer had ac- confirm ·an I have said, to wit, that it 
cess to important confidential informa- was proclaimed to the people through
tion concerning governmental policies out the lahd that all the facts about the 
and actions concerning the same trans- Dixon-Yates deal had been presented. 
action-the Dixon-Yates ~eal. . Mr. GORE. 1 was present when Mr. 

Last summer the President directed ·Hughes made the statement the Senator 
the Bureau of tJ:Ie Budget and t~e AEC· from Alabama has quoted. 
to .~ake a full disclosure concermn~ the I find it strange and shocking that the 
ongms and develop~ent of the ~Ixon- vice president of one large corporation, 
Yates contract .. It lS clear that 1mpor- namely, Ebasco, and the vice president 
~ant facts and c~rcumstances surround- of another large corporation, namely, 
~ng the tran~t10n ~ere co~cealed. It ·the First Boston Corp., are in the role 
1s ~ow essen~Ial a~d 1mper~t1ve that the of briefing the Bureau of the Budget 
Jo~nt Committee on ~tomiC Energy ob- as to what the Bureau of the Budget 
tam a?cess to all available records and presumably should say to the TVA, when 
data, .m order that the full story. sw;- next the TV A presented itself. 
r~undmg the role playe~ by these mdi· Mr. HILL. That is certainly the very 
VIduals and ~he corporatiOns.they :epre- definite conclusion to be drawn from Mr 
sented may be thoroughly mvest1gated , • 
and all the facts revealed to the Ameri- Seals memorandum. 
can people. I urge the joint committee Mr. GORE. What would the Senator 
to act and to act as quickly as it can fro~?- Alabama understand the term 

' ExHmiT A • "briefing" to mean? 
EXEcunvE OFFICE oF THE PRESIDENT, Mr. HILL. I should say they were to 

BuREAu oF THE BUDGET, present to the officials of the Bureau of 
Washington, D. c., February 11, 1955. the Budget the arguments and every-

Ron. LISTER HILL, thing else which they thought would' be 
United States Senate, helpful to those officials in trying to put 

washington, D. C. over the Dixon-Yates deal and in trying 
MY DEAR SENAToR HILL: This is in reply to get 'the TVA to go along with the deal. 

to your inquiry Q{ earlier today as to whether Mr. GORE. In other words, those two 
Mr. Adolphe H. Wenzell had ever been em-
ployed by the Bureau of the Budget and, if vice presidents of large corporations-
so, the nature of his employment. one of them wearing both the hat of a 

Bureau of the Budget records show that consultant of the Bureau of -the Budget 
on May 20, 1953, Mr. Wenzell was invited to and also his hat as vice president of his 
serve · as a consultant without compensa- own company-were in the role of telling 
tion, to Mr. Joseph M. Dodge, then Director the Bureau of the Budget what it must 
of the Bureau of the Bud~et. Mr. Wenzell's , 
consultati"~e services were used intermit.. do and what it must say. This goes a 
tently for a total of 34 days between May 20, long way toward proving what the able 
1953, and March 2, 1954, when he completed senior Senator from Alabama said 
his work. earlier, namely, that the la_rge financial 
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houses of the country dictated the Dixon
Yates deal. 

Mr. HILL. The evidence is certainly 
here, I say to my distinguished friend, 
the able Senator from Tennessee; and 1 
wish to thank him for the contribution 
he has made in connection with the pres
entation of this matter today. 

THE FUTURE OF THE PRESIDENT'S 
ATOMS-FOR-PEACE PROGRAM 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, as 
acting chairman of the Raw Materials 
Subcommittee of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, I recently had the 
pleasure of heading a five-man group on 
a tour of some of the countries of! the 
beaten path. Our primary purpose was 
to learn at firsthand what action is best 
calculated to advance the President's 
atoms-for-peace plan. 

The subcommittee has submitted its 
official report on the trip. But since I 
was the only Senator in the group, I am 
taking this opportunity to express to the 
Senate some purely personal conclusions. 
First, however, it might be well to trace 
briefly the development of President 
Eisenhower's proposal in the United Na
tions and in the Congress. 

President Eisenhower unveiled his 
atoms-for-peace plan on December 8, 
1953. In that historic address to the 
U. N. Gener-al Assembly, the President 
said that atomic weaponry "must be put 
into the hands of those who will know 
how to strip its military casing and adapt 
it to the arts of peace." The President 
concluded on this note of hope and 
ch~llenge: 

Against the dark background of the atomic 
bomb, the United states does not wish 
merely _to present strength, but also ·the de
sire and the hope for peace. 

To the making of these fateful decisions, 
the United States pledges before you-and 
therefore before the world-its determina
tion to help solve the fearful atomic dilem
ma-to devote its entire heart and mind to 
find t~e way by which the miraculous in
ventiveness of man shall not be dedicated 
to his death, but consecrated to his life. 

The President's magnificent address 
placed the atom in true perspective. It 
exploded the growing myth that America 
seeks to monopolize an inherently dan
gerous force. No presidential address in 
many years has been more widely or 
more deservedly praised. As a member 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, I shall do all I can to help make 
the President's hope a reality. 

As a first step toward harnessing the 
atom for peace, the 83d Congress 
amended the Atomic Energy Act. The 
1954 amendments authorize the Presi
dent to make agreements for coopera
tion with other countries concerning the 
nonmilitary applications of atomic 
energy. Under this authority, and sub
ject to appropriate safeguards, the 
President may make agreements involv
ing distribution of fissionable materials 
and disclosure of ato-mic energy infor
mation. 

In his speech to the General Assembly, 
President Eisenhower recommended 
that a U. N. international atomic 
energy agency be created. This agency, 
said the President, "could be made re-

sponsible for the impounding, storage, 
and protection ot the contributed fission
able and other materials." The Presi
dent described as "the more important 
responsibility" of .the proposed U. N. 
agency the power to allocate contributed 
fissionable material among the nations 
of the world. Finally, the President 
conditioned his proposal on Soviet par
ticipation. 

In amending the Atomic Energy Act of 
1S46, the Congress provided, however, 
that the agreements for cooperation 
could be made only on a bilateral basis. 
The President was not given power to 
transfer nuclear materials or classified 
atomic energy information to the United 
Nations or to any other group of nations. 
It is now clear that the Congress acted 
wisely in not fully implementing the 
President's original plan. Viewing the 
matter with the benefit of hindsight, we 
may all be pleased with the modifica
tions in the President's plan which have 
been inspired, at least in part, by the 
prudence of the last Congress. 

Ambassador Lodge discussed this new 
approach in the last session of the U.N. 
General assembly. He said that the U. 
N. agency, instead of being an atomic 
bank, would be. a .clearinghouse for 
information. Speaking of the original 
plan, Mr. C. D. Jackson said in the Gen
eral Assembly debate last year: 

Therefore, the United States, consulting 
with the other nations willing and eager to 
participate, realized that the bricks, and 
steel, and concrete, and real estate, and 
scientists, and technicians, and instruments, 
and workers, and guards required to set up 
and maintain the physical custody of the 
fissionable material would not only entail 
a great delay in getting the plan into opera
tion but would also be needlessly expensive 
to the United Nations. These producing and 
processing nations do not feel they need this 
complicated and expensive machinery, and 
they can move faster without it. (Depart
ment of State Bulletin, November 29, 1954, 
p. 832.) 

· Everything that I saw and heard on 
my recent trip supports that statement 
by Mr. Jackson. 

Of course, the United States can par
ticipate by treaty in an international 
atomic energy agency having the 
powers outlined by the President in his 
original proposal. I would oppose any 
such treaty, because it would hinder 
progress toward the bold and imagina-
tive goal set by the President. 

There are many advantages in basing 
an atoms-for-peace plan on bilateral 
agreements as opposed to vesting pri
mary responsibility in aU. N. agency. 

First, we avoid Soviet obstruction by 
dealing with other nations individually. 
Even a veto-proof international atomic 
energy agency could be tied up in knots 
by Soviet propaganda, by dilatory tac
tics, and by the many apples of discord 
at the disposal of the Communists. 

Second, U. N. energies in the atomic 
field should be concentrated on disarma
ment. That work, however hopeless it 
may seem at times, is far more impor
tant than the so-called atoms-for-peace 
plan. It is foolish for the U. N. to under
take work which sovereign nations, act
ing independently, can do better. It is 
worse than foolish for the U. N. to at-

tempt such work at the expense of more 
important work which only an inter
national body is competent to perform. 

Third, implementation of the Presi
dent's program requires prompt action. 
After the program is underway, prompt 
decisions will be essential to its success. 
We cannot afiord to wait on some 4.0 to 
60 nations to act as a group. President 
Eisenhower's bold program demands 
swift and decisive leadership. The 
United States is uniquely qualified to 
provide that leadership. Let us assume 
this great responsibility instead of dis
sipatin~ it in the United Nations. 

Finally, Mr. President, agreements for 
cooperation in the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy must be tailored to the 
needs of individual countries. For ex
ample, the recent sale of heavy water 
to India ties in admirably with the pro
gram of that Government. The Indian 
Government will be able to go ahead 
with its plans for a large research re
actOr without being held up until it com
pletes its own plant for heavy water pro
duction. No two countries are exactly 
alike in terms of economic development; 
resources, scientific and material· tra
dition a,nd culture; and benefits s'ought 
from this fabulous source of energy. 
Each country I visited has a difierent 
scale of priorities in the development of 
atomic energy; a difierent capacity to 
contribute to the common fund of knowl
edge and experience. 

While we were in India we discussed 
with the atomic energy commission of 
that country the possibility of the 
United States selling heavy water 
to that commission for the development 
of their reactor, or lending it to them 
in advance of their ability to produce 
this needed facility for their reactor. 
At that time they were willing to accept 
an advance, with the assurance that 
they would return an equal amount 
once they got into production. 

The world will never realize the full 
benefits of the atoms-for-peace plan 
if it relies on the U. N. Its divided 
counsel cannot provide leadership ·in 
this field. Its zeal to compel universal 
conformity in all the afiairs of life 
through multilaterial agreements would 
stall, and eventually discredit, a plan 
that is both generous and practical. 

Having recently seen some of the 
problems at firsthand, I agree fully with 
the editorial conclusion of the Wall 
Street Journal on September 8, 1954-
that the U. N. connection with the 
atoms-for-peace plan should be kept 
as nebulous as possible. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
editorial, entitled "Lighting the Light," 
be printed in the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printe~ in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

LIGHTING THE LIGHT 

"Our many proposals for peaceful use 
of the atom have so far been cynically 
bloc;ked in the councils of the world, but 
we shall proceed onward. We shall proceed 
now-under safeguards set forth in our law
to share atomic technology with others of 
good will." . 

With these words President Eisenhower 
launched the country·~ !J.rst cqmmer9i~l size 
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atomic powerplant. And with them he also 
set in motion the simplest, and what is very 
likely the best, of all plans for an inter
national sharing of the benefits o! atomic 
energy. 

Our Government, the President disclosed, 
is beginning negotiations with Belgium on 
building an atomic reactor in that country. 
Tomorrow talks begin with Canada on an 
exchange of atomic information. Negotia· 
tions with other friendly nations, includ· 
ing Great Britain, are to follow. 

Here is a design for progress with a 
promise of success. For it begins with the 
application o! atomic energy to peacetime 
purposes here at home and it proceeds 
abroad on the principle that we will nego
tiate. individual exchanges with individual 
nations fitted to their own and our respec
tive needs. We do not have to wait any 
longer for a meeting of minds of a great 
array of nations. · 

That, it seems to us, is its great advantage 
over the other proposals that have been put 
forward. And it is, ironically, an advan
tage for which we are partially indebted to 
Russia, the very nation which cynically 
blocked all the other programs !rom the 
Baruch plan to the United Nations pool pro-
posed by the President himself. . 

If the Russians had agreed, the Baruch 
plan would probably have been adopted and 
instead of being now in the process of relax
ing restrictions on atomic technology we 
should have the whole buried under a supra
national monopoly which could be, and un
doubtedly would be, hamstrung by those 
self -same Russians. And who could hold 
out much hope for aU. N. pool arrangement 
where such decisions as a reactor plant for 
Belgium or some other country would be 
subject to political decisions of a body in 
which the Soviets had a prominent voice? 

That would have been at least a clumsy 
way to do some simple things. Now we can 
go ahead with more direct measures. De
cisions need not wait on action by govern
ments not directly involved. 

There is still some talk of setting up an 
international agency to coordinate the ef
forts of the nations that do join together 
and perhaps giving this agency some nebu
lous U.N. connection. Past experience would 
certainly suggest keeping this as nebulous as 
possible. 

When President Eisenhower launched the 
construction of the atomic power plant this 
week he explained that his task was simply 
to "light the light and the project will be 
started." 

The world has waited a long time, in fear 
and hesitation, to bring the benefits of 
atomic energy to peaceful purposes and to 
find a way of sharing them. We have waited 
so long because we waited on complicated 
and grandiose schemes. Perhaps the better 
way is simply to light the light and let the 
project get started. 

Mr. BRICKER. I should now like to 
comment brieft.y on the trip itself. The 
purpose of our trip was twofold. First, 
we wanted to visit Australia and see for 
ourselves just how the multi-million
dollar American investment in uranium 
resource development is getting along. 
Second, as I have already indicated, we 
wanted to find out at firsthand some of 
the things we need to know if we are 
effectively to follow up the President's 
atoms-for-peace plan. Through its re
vision of the Atomic Energy Act, the 83d 
Congress last July both permitted and 
encouraged closer collaboration with 
friendly foreign nations in peaceful uses 
of atomic energy. That was, of course, 
only a first step. 

It is generally known that most of the 
development in the atomic field has been 

carried forward by ·nations which are 
advanced in science and in industry. 
United States cooperation with such na
tions should result in early benefits for 
the entire free world. 

But apart from the nations advanced 
in science and industry are many others, 
for the most · part non-European, who 
are notably friendly to the United States. 
They have a longer road to travel if they 
are to achieve economic and political 
stability and to become bulwarks of free
dom. In many of these nations, the 
United States is already spending much 
money by way of foreign aid and military 
assistance programs. The atoms for 
peace plan also calls for spending. How 
much is needed? Where can the funds 
best be employed? How ready are the 
nations we visited to begin cooperation 
in peaceful atomic programs? These are 
some of the questions we tried to answer 
through our trip. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks part I of the report of the Raw 
Materials Subcommittee. 

There being no objection, part I of the 
report was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
REPORT OF THE RAW MATERIALS SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON ITS VISIT TO AUSTRALIA 

The Raw Materials Subcommittee of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy accepted 
an invitation received during the fall of 1954 
from the Government of the Commonwealth 
of Australia to visit their uranium mines and 
refineries and discuss with them the prog
ress being made in the field of atomic devel
opment in Australia, particularly as it re• 
lates to the activities of the United States in 
this same field. Since this required a long 
.journey, the subcommittee sought to com
bine with its Australian visit discusnions and 
inspections of atomic activities involved in 
peaceful atomic development in a substan
tial number of southeast Asian and middle 
eastern countries. 

In the 5 weeks between November 15 and 
December 20, the subcommittee visited and 
held conferences with Government, scien
tific, and industrial leaders 'in the following 
countries: New Zealand, the Commonwealth 
of Australia, the State of South Australia, 
the Philippines, Formosa, Thailand, India, 
Pakistan, Iran, Turkey, Greece, Spain. 

The majority of the subcommittee's time 
involved discussions of peaceful atomic de
velopments with a particular view to explor
ing at firsthand how bilateral agreements for 
cooperation, made possible under the pro
visions of the new Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
might be achieved rapidly in the countries 
which we visited. Eight days of our trip 
were spent in Australia where our time was 
devoted about equally between uranium raw 
material and peaceful atomic developments. 

A detailed discussion of our observations 
regarding the raw-materials situation in 
Australia and the prospects for peaceful uses 
of atomic energy in all the countries which 
we visited are set forth in this report. 

PART I. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

1. In Australia the committee found a 
flourishing and rapidly expanding uranium 
mining industry. At Radiu~ Hill and Rum 
Jungle we found the most modern mining 
and milling plants actively producing large 
quantities of uranium concentrates for the 
free world. Geologic exploration and pros
pecting is active over large areas of the 
Northern Territory, Queensland, and South 
Australia, and numerous uranium finds are 
being made. We think it is important to 
note that in Australia, as in Canada, South 
Africa, the Belgian Congo, and the United 

States, the prospecting is done and uranium 
is mined and refined under a private enter
prise system, and that in those areas where 
the system is most free, development has 
been most rapid. 

2. The response which we met everywhere 
to the announcement of the willingness of 
the United States to participate directly with 
foreign countries in the development of 
peaceful uses of atomic energy is far more 
overwhelming than we had heretofore 
appreciated. 

3. Every country we visited has some com
petent scientific and engineering talent al
ready at work in the atomic field, but all 
countries need direct assistance in evaluat
ing how fast and how far they can go in this 
application of atomic energy, in setting up 
training programs within their own country 
to supplement existing personnel, and train
ing programs in the United States for key 
personnel so that they may return to their 
countries and train others. 

4. The plans and programs which were 
presented to us appeared uniformly realistic. 
Nowhere did we encounter government om
cials or scientists who underestimated the size 
of the job involved in peaceful applications 
and the period of time over which these can 
be achieved. Despite the widespread belief 
throughout the countries we visited that 
atomic power applications will come on a 
wide scale earlier than is practical in most 
cases, the government and scientific leader
ship in these countries has correctly evalu
ated the prospects. 

5. It is our conclusion that all United 
States cooperation in the field o! peaceful 
atomic application must be coordinated 
within some formal structure. As hopeful 
as are the prospects for an international 
atomic development agency, it is our observa
tion that bilateral agreements for cooperation 
tailored to meet the needs of the individual 
countries can and must be entered into 
promptly so that peacetime atomic develop
ment may get underway on a broad scale, 
.despite..any delays w.hich-may-be encountered 
in the establishment o! the international 
agency. 

6. We were impressed in every country by 
the fact that the details of the opportunities 
for atomic contributions to the local econ
omies are inadequately understood by United 
States representatives abroad. As a result, 
we recommend that the full committee take 
whatever steps it can to urge the Executive 
to establish a program which would include 
as a minimum creating small teams of diver
sified talent which could be sent on request 
to countries such as those we visited for the 
purpose of assisting in an evaluation of the 
ways and means by which . peaceful atomic 
applications could be realized. Out of such 
evaluations there should arise agreements for 
cooperation based on firsthand knowledge of 
the needs and capabilities of each country. 

7. In the interim, prior to precise evalua
tion and formulation of the programs in 
these countries, and others like them, a gen
eral minimum agreement for cooperation 
might profitably be drawn up by the Execu
tive as a basis for initial atomic relationships 
with such friendly countries. The subcom
mittee is of the opinion that omcial United 
States assistance should flow within the 
framework of such agreements for coopera
tion and that these minimum-term agree
ments should be entered into promptly with 
as many friendly countries as is possible. 
The subcommittee observed repeatedly that 
i! the United States fails to come forward 
with some concrete and formal way of dem
onstrating its willingness to get on with 
atomic cooperation immediately with these 
countries, some substantial portion of the 
good will inherent in the provisions of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 which envisages 
such cooperation will be lost. 

8. And, finally, the subcommittee would 
like to point out that in most cases United 
States atomic aid to countries such as those 
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which we visited need. not involve large _fl. 
nanctal assistance during the early period 
of cooperation. In fact, we observed in 
rp.any places that basic laboratory equip
ment, such as Geiger counters and scalers, 
costing only a few thousand dollars, would 
make it possible for the small groups of 
competent scientists already in these coun
tries to begin making substantial contribu
tions to their own countries as well as to 
science generally. This is especially true in 
the fields of uranium exploration, agricul
tural experimental work, medical activity
including clinical work, biology, and basic 
research. 

An outstanding example of the assistance 
which the United States can render at little 
or no cost was encountered in India. There 
the Government has plans for the construc
tion of a large research reactor which will 
use heavy water as a moderatoJ:. The In
dian Government is already beginning con
struction of a heavy water production plant 
which it has every reason to expect will be 
able to furnish the quantity necessary by the 
time this first large research reactor is ready 
to start operating. What the Indians need 
is an assurance from the United States that, 
in the unlikely event that their own heavy 
water production plant falls behind sched
ule, they can rely on a loan of heavy water 
from the United States to get their reactor 
in operation promptly. In the first place, 
the Indian production schedule appeared to 
us to be realistic; in the second place, even 
if the United States should have to loan 
this material to India, it would certainly be 
for a reasonable time. The total cost of our 
assurance to India would be no more than 
the theoretical interest on the heavy water 
inventory which might be tied up for a few 
months in their reactor. Such an assur
ance .fro.m us would constitute the kind of 
genuine cooperation from the United States 
that is needed to prove our good intentions. 

The members of . the subcommittee deeply 
appreciate the opportunity afforded them 
in making this trip to discuss these matters 
with responsible individuals in the various 
local settings and found it of immeasurable 
value. We know of no substitute which 
could give the kind of understanding we 
believe we have acquired. We believe that 
an opportunity has been created to speed 
up bilateral agreements for cooperation with 
the nations which we visited, and that this 
opportunity alone is sufflcient recompense 
for the arduousness of the trip which we 
undertook. 

PAllT II. RAW MATERIALS 

The original basis for planning the com
mittee's trip to Australia was an invitation 
from the Commonwealth of Australia to visit 
the uranium mines and the uranium process
ing plants which had recently been con
structed in the northern territory and in 
the State of South Australia. 

Sydney: In Sydney, Australia, discussions 
were held with Gen. J. E. S. Stevens, Chair
man of the Australian Atomic Energy Com
mission, and members of his staff. These 
discussions covered both the raw-materials 
picture and the atOmic-energy research pic
ture. That same evening the committee 
held discussions with Hon. 0. H. Beale, Q. C., 
Commonwealth Minister of Supply, to whom 
the Atomic Energy Commission of Australia 
reports. · 

Canberra: The next day the committee 
visited Canberra. Further discussions were 
held with Mr. Beale; Senator W. H. Spooner, 
Minister for National Development; Dr. H. G. 
Raggatt, secretary of the Ministry for Na
tional Development, who is one of the world's 
outstanding geologists; and the members of 
the Australian Atomic Energy Commission 
concerning uranium developments in the 
Commonwealth of Australia, with particular 
reference to the activities in the Northern 
Territory where the famous Rum Jungle de
p_osits are located . . 

Melbourne: In ·Melbourne the committee. 
talked with Mr. P. B. Nye, Director of the 
Commonwealth Bureau of Mineral Resources, 
and his staff. The discussions related to the 
general geology of Australia and the areas 
of Australia considered favorable for ura
nium occurrence from a geologic standpoint 
and a resume of recent uranium discoveries 
in the Northern Territory and in the State of 
Queensland. The committee was much im
pressed with the large number of uranium 
occurrences. which have recently been found 
near Rum Jungle, in a new area about 200 
miles north and east of Rum Jungle, and in 
the Mount Isa area in the State of Queens
land. The Commonwealth Bureau of Min
eral Resources is vigorously pursuing a geo
logic program designed to aid the uranium 
prospector. We were impressed with the 
similarity between its operations and those 
of the United States Geological Survey in the 
Colorado Plateau area. 

Adelaide: In Adelaide the party had the 
pleasure of being escorted on its visit to the 
uranium properties and production plants 
by Hon. T. Playford, Premier of the State 
of South Australia, assisted by Sir A. Lyell 
McEwin, Minister of Mines for the State of 
South Australia, and Mr. S. B. Dickinson, 
Director of Mines for the State of South 
Australia. 

The State of South Australia operates the 
Radium Hill mine and mill, a uranium re
finery at Port Pirie, and a large ore-dressing 
laboratory and pilot plant in Adelaide. 

The committee visited the pilot plant and 
laboratories during its first day in Adelaide. 
These two f~cilities compare favorably with 
similar laboratories in the United States and 
have done an excellent job in geveloping and 
pilot planting the uranium-refining proc
esses used at Radium Hill and Port Pirie 
and the new processes which were recently 
installed at Rum Jungle. The excellence of 
this laboratory and pilot plant is attested 
to by the fact that the Commonwealth Gov
ernment of Australia contracted for the Rum 
Jungle pilot plant work with the South Aus
tralian government and several of the large 
mining companies in Australia are currently 
J:laving uranium work done for them at this 
laboratory. We were pleased to note that 
that laboratory has close working arrange
ments with the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

The second day in South Australia the 
committee journeyed to the · Radium Hill 
mine, which is located about 150 miles north 
and east of Adelaide. The committee went 
underground in the Radium Hill mine and 
also visited the mill and the townsite. The 
entire Radium Hill project is a model of 
modern mining practice and compares favor
ably with the best mining camps in the 
world. . . 

Broken Hill: The committee stayed over 
night at Broken Hill, in New South Wales, 
just · over the· line from South Australia. 
Broken Hill is one of the world's great zinc-· 
lead deposits. 
. This overnight stop gave the committee 

the chance to talk with executives of the 
Zinc Corp., Ltd., which recently set up a sub
sidiary to operate the Rum Jungle properties 
under contract with the Commonwealth of 
Australia. The personnel to staff this new 
subsidiary, known as Territory Enterprises, 
was drawn in good measure from the Broken 
Hill operations. The committee was most 
favorably impressed with the managerial 
ability of the Zinc Corp. staff in Broken Hill. 

Port Pirie: The committee next visited the 
Port Pirie refinery, which is nearing comple
tion, and should go into operation in the 
spring of 1955. This plant will refine the 
uranium concentrates . produced by the mill 
at Radium Hill and make a high-grade prod
uct suitable for shipment to the United 
States. This refinery, like the Radium Hill 
plant, is owned and operated by the govern
ment of the State of South Australia. 

Rum Jungle: Following the committee 
visit to the South Australian Uranium Prop
erties, we flew directly across Australia to the · 
capital of the Northern Territories, Darwin, 
where the committee met with the Adminis
trator of the Northern Territories, Hon. F. J. 
S. Wise. The next day the committee drove 
with Mr. Wise 60 miles south of Darwin on a 
fine paved highway to the Rum Jungle mine, 
mill, and townsite. The Rum Jungle prop
erty has a small exploration shaft, but ac
tual mining will be done through an open 
pit. We visited the open pit, where excava
tion of the overburden is well under way. 
This work was being carried out with the 
most modern American excavation equip
ment under a subcontract with a large Eng
lish construction con tractor. The party also 
visited the Dyson mine, which is just a few 
miles from the Rum Jungle mine, known 
locally as White's mine. 

The new mill at Rum Jungle had just re
cently gone into operation and the commit
tee was pleased to see that it was running 
smoothly and efflciently and fully living up 
to its design criteria. We also visited the 
brand new townsite for the Rum Jungle 
properties known as Batchelor, and were 
very favorably impressed with the modern 
housing and up-to-date shopping center in 
what had been a wilderness 5 years ago. 

The committee came away with the strong 
conviction that the money which the United 
States .had advanced on loans to the Gov
e:r:nment of the Commonwealth and of South 
Australia had been prudently and efflciently 
expended and that Australia now has two 
large producing uranium properties which 
are daily adding to our uranium supply. The 
high degree of activity in uranium prospect
ing and the number of uranium strikes in 
the past 2 years gave every indication that 
Australia will become one of the world's 
great sources of uranium in the next decade. 

PART III. PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY 

New Zealand, as part of the British Com
monwealth of nations, is already beginning 
to play an important part in the integrated 
atomic-energy program organized from Lon
don. One type of atomic powerplant which 
promises commercial power at an early date 
will require heavy water, a material which we 
are using in the new production reactors at 
Savannah River. 

In New Zealand there is what the scientists 
C!'J.ll a geothermal zone which runs diagonally 
across North Islimd. These extensive hot 
springs can provide a cheap source of the 
heat necessary to produce heavy water in 
commercial quantities as well as low-cost 
electricity. Development of this natural re
source is under way. We spent a day high in 
the mountains of New Zealand inspecting the 
experimental work going on there and talked 
at length with their works manager. 

We also talked informally with members of 
an advisory team who had been sent to New 
Zealand from the Harwell Laboratories in 
England and learned certain things of inter
est about the British program which have 
not been available to us through other chan
_nels. It should be pointed out that no in
formation was discussed which the United 
States holds classified, but the collective 
working knowledge of the party made many 
things which were said by those with whom 
we talked throughout the trip meaningful
far more meaningful than those same state
ments can be expected to be to United States 
diplomatic representatives abroad. 

In addition to inspecting the geothermal 
area in New Zealand, we talked to Govern
ment and scientific representati-ves in Well
ington with particular regard to their electric 
power needs in the future and their agricul
tural and medical research programs. We 
found that radioisotopes are already being 
used in New Zealand to improve grasses and 
dairy products. 

We were particularly intrigued with a ra
dioisotope experiment performed in New Zea
land a !ew years ago. In a research project 
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employing r'adioactive cobalt it was found 
that much of the soil of New Zealand was 
deficient in cobalt. This cobalt deficiency 
adversely affected the growth of grass and 
seriously reduced the nutritional value of the 
pasture grasses. As a result of this discov
ery the New Zealand farmers undertook to 
spray their pastures with cobalt. This spray
ing was done from airplanes. The New Zea
land grass is now among the finest in the 
world. The committee observed eloquent 
evidence of this fact in the millions of sheep 
and cattle we saw grazing on e·very side as 
we drove through North Island. Here is one 
dividend from the peaceful atom which has 
meant much to the New Zealand economy 
and has awakened the interest of every New 
Zealander in atomic energy. 

There are many similar developments in 
the field of agriculture in the United States 
which offer great potential benefits to the 
New Zealand economy. If an agreement for 
cooperation authorized in our new Atomic 
Energy Act could be entered into promptly 
it would benefit both of us. It is clear that 
New Zealand is so far from the existing 
sources of radioisotopes in the United States 
and England that an ·effective experimental 
peacetime atomic program will require the 
construction of a research reactor capable 
of producing isotopes somewhere in that part 
of the world. 

New Zealand does not face an electric 
power shortage within the next 20 years, for 
she has adequate hydro and geothermal 
energy sources to take care of her growing 
industrial economy up tq 1975. However, 
New Zealand does not have an adequate sup
ply of fossil fuels and in the period beyond 
1975 her demand will exceed the potential 
capacity of these hydro and geothermal re
sources. Beginning in the seventies, New 
Zealand will have to depend on atomic 
energy to meet her additional electric power 
needs. New Zealanders are therefore anxious 
to learn about atomic power. and follow its 
development in the United States and 
throughout the world so that they may be in 
a position to build and operate their own 
atomic powerplants cheaply and efficiently. 

We had the good fortune of meeting and 
talking with Dr. Watson-Munro in Welling
ton, Dr. Watson-Munro is New Zealand's 
leading physicist. He was about to go to 
Australia to bead the scientific atomic effort 
in that country. We were therefore able to 
get a projection of his thinking with regard 
to the Australian program. 

Australia 
In Australia, there is vigorous public, 

political, scientific, and industrial interest 
in all phases of atomic development. The 
Commonwealth Government has plans for 
the construction of a major research reactor 
within the next 3 years. Our group met with 
the Australian Atomic Energy Commission 
in Sydney and talked at length with both 
the administrative and scientific members 
of the organization. Their Atomic Energy 
Commission, headed by General Stevens, is a 
small, compact and purposeful organization. 
Their first major atomic laboratory is near
ing completion. Increased atomic activities 
are finding support not only in the capitol 
at Canberra but among industrialists 
throughout the country. 

There are both Government and private 
plans for the construction of large research 
reactors in the Commonwealth of Australia. 
It appears likely that the first of these will 
b~ under construction within the next 2 
years. From these machines the Australians 
hope to learn more about reactors generally 
and get on with designing and building their 
first atomic powerplant. Because the United 
States has been unable, due to statutory re
strictions in the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, 
to give active assistance on reactor develop
ment to the Australians, most of the assist
ance so far has come from England. Now 
t:.J.at the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is in 

effect and not only permits, but encourages, 
the cooperation of the United States in this 
field, the Australian Commission is looking 
forward to similarly close cooperation with 
the United States. We believe the Joint 
Committee would find it a pleasure to join 
other American groups in being host to 
representatives from the Australian Commis
sion later this year. There is every reason 
to believe that an initial agreement for co
operation with Australia can be entered into 
promptly and profitably, so that. when such 
representatives arrive in our country there 
will be a legal framework to implement our 
cooperation with them. 

We also met with Prime Minister Menzies 
and his Cabinet at Canberra, and with the 
Minister of Supply, the Honorable 0. H. 
Beale, on several occasions. There is every 
reason to expect that atomic energy can 
make great contributions to the Australian 
economy in the fields of agriculture, medi
cine, and electric power. This is a nation of 
9 million people living in a land larger than 
the United States. They are ambitious and 
have a high standard of living, but they are 
beset with the economic problems of a 
rapidly expanding economy. They deeply 
appreciate the fact that the United States is 
their strongest partner in the Pacific and 
that they must rely on United States leader
ship and aid to protect them against the ad
vances of communism in the Orient. The 
Australians showed themselyes to be a re
sourceful people with an understanding of 
what can be achieved by self-help and hard 
driving organization. Despite the close ties 
which exist between Australia and Great 
Britain, we sensed everywhere that Australia 
looks to the United States as a close and 
warm ally. 

We spent 3 days in South Australia con
ferring with Premier Playford and the mem
bers of his government and their various 
industrial organizations. It is important to 
bear in mind that Australia is a federal 
union and that they have a degree of 
autonomy far exceeding that to which we 
are accustomed. It is truly a confederation 
of states though thi~ in no way diminishes 
the prestige of the Commonwealth Govern
ment. It is important to bear this in mind 
when dealing with the Commonwealth of 
Australia and with the individual states. 
South Australia contains a substantial por
tion of the uranium resources of Australia 
and is a proud and separate entity with a 
rapidly growing industrial complex. We were 
deeply impressed with the efficiency and sub
stantial character of the entire atomic 
energy program in South Australia. 

South Australia needs atomic power. The 
state is now planning to supplement the 
conventional electric resources available to 
its electricity trust with atomic energy in 
the early 1960's and is looking to the United 
States for extensive technical guidance in 
achieving this goal. 

We had an opportunity to inspect the 
laboratories which have been built outside 
of Adelaide by the South Australian Govern
ment and m-embers of the party met with the 
electricity trust for a detailed discussion. 
Plans are now going forward to equip exist
ing powerplants to burn either coal or oil, 
in order to make maximum use of the recent 
oil discoveries on the west coast of Australia. 
Another project is going forward to make 
use of the brown coal deposits which exist 
in South Australia. But these resources are 
not sufficient to meet the long-term needs 
of the rapidly expanding industrial complex 
in this state. Therefore, the electricity trust 
is planning on supplementing its electricity 
resources with atomic power beginning in 
1963. This is a realistic plan which will re
quire hard work on the part of the South 
Australians and considerable technical as
sistance and guidance on the part of Great 
Britain and the United States. We were im
pressed by the fact that the South Aus-

tralians have managed to work out the plan 
for meeting their electric power needs in 
such a way as to bring atomic power into 
their picture at approximately the same 
time as we have been informed here in the 
United States it is reasonable to begin to 
place reliance on this resource. 

As a first step the South Australian govern
ment plans to build a research reactor of 
modified United States design at the Uni
versity of Adelaide. They hope to have this 
machine running sometime in 1958 or 1959 
and are prepared to finance it themselves. 
Of course, they will require outside technical 
assistance. Their total program appeared to 
us to be most well-conceived. These people 
are stanch allies of ours in a critical part of 
the world and are earning our equally warm 
support. 

From South Australia we traveled north 
across the great Australian desert, stopping 
on the way for a brief visit at the joint Aus
tralian-British guided missile test range 
known as Woomera. It was on this range 
not many months ago that the British con
ducted their second series of atomic weapons 
tests. 

On the northern coast of Australia we 
stopped and went back into the hinterland 
to inspect the famous uranium mining area 
known as Rum Jungle. 

The Philippines 
From Australia our subcommittee went 

north to the Philippines. We met with Pres
ident Magsaysay at Manila and talked with 
him and his staff about the prospects of 
peacetime applications for atomic energy. We 
were all impressed with the fundamental 
grasp which the top Government leaders of 
the Philippines have on what atomic energy 
can do for their country and the modest and 
realistic attitude which they take for its 
achievement. The general standard of living 
in the Philippines today is far too low and 
the amount of industrialization which has 
been possible thus far is insufficient for a 
modern nation. Atomic energy can do much 
to improve both of these areas. There are 
many young Filipinos trained in American 
universities who are familiar with varying 
aspects of atomic energy. There is basic re
search going on now at the great university 
in Manila. 

The Filipinos have an excellent agricul
tural college and several fine agricultural 
experiment stations. Dr. Paul B. Pearson, 
of the Biology and Medicine Branch of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, who closely fol
lows the agricultural program of the Com
mission, visited the Philippines and toured 
their agricultural stations just a week after 
the committee's visit. We met with Dr. 
Pearson after his visit and found ourselves 
in agreement with him as to the challenge 
offered by their interest and competence, 
Here obviously is a case where the early sign
ing of an agreement to cooperate would make 
it possible to put the peaceful atom promptly 
and effectively to work. 

Our Filipino friends are ready to cooperate 
with us both to the end of improving their 
agricultural and industrial lot and to the 
advancement of a science still too little un
derstood. They would make valuable allies 
in our common war against the scientific 
unknown. 

Formosa 
· Formosa was our next stop. On Formosa 

our subcommittee met with representatives 
of both the American missions there and 
the Governments of Free China and of For
mosa. We explored ways in which radioiso
topes could be used to improve the agricul
tural production on Formosa and to raise 
the standards of health there. This island 
economy could profit from such experimen
tal atomic work. 

Thailand 
One of O]..ll' most thrilling experiences oc

curred during our visit to our friendly and 
warm allies in Thailand. Until the word 
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went out several months ago of our plan to 
visit Bangkok, there was no organized gov
ernment activity in the field of atomic en
ergy in Thailand. This is not to say that 
there were not a number of interested and 
competent individuals at work individually 
and in small groups, but they lacked any 
cohesive plan and any specifically directed 
Government support. We found upon our 
arrival that a new atomic energy committee 
had been formed, headed by the deputy 
prime minister. The third meeting of their 
committee was with our subcommittee. It 
was an impressive meeting-impressive be
cause of the realism and directness of their 
statements. The people of Thailand can be 
benefited, especially in the fields of medicine 
and agriculture, through the use of radioiso
tropes, and they might profitably use a 
small research reactor. We understand that 
they will shortly make proposals to our State 
Department for an agreement for coopera
tion. The United States would do well to 
seize upon this opportunity quickly and de
monstrate to the people of Asia that the 
peacetime benefits of atomic energy which 
the United States stands ready to offer are 
real and in many instances can be of almost 
immediate benefit to their economy. 

India 
India has a large and rapidly expanding 

atomic energy program. Its nature is not 
well understood outside India, and we our
selves found that we had arrived with some 
misconceptions. Particularly in the fields 
of physics, chemistry, and biology the In
dians are making outstanding contributions. 
This is no backward nation when it comes 
to modern science. Indians of all ages in 
their laboratories are earning their rightful 
place in the scientific and engineering frater
nity. We visited first in Calcutta and then 
in New Delhi to talk with some of the people, 
both government and scientific, about what 
they are doing and what they hop~ to do. 

Calcutta: Our visit in Calcutta, though 
brief, we felt was an important one. It 
gave us an opportunity to talk at firsthand 
to people who are actively working in the field 
of atomic energy. It was our pleasure to 
meet again with Dr. Saha, of the University 
of Calcutta, with whom the full joint com
mittee had the pleasure of meeting here in 
the Capitol last year. 

We found particularly interesting the seri
ous commentaries we obtained in India on 
the hollowness of the offers which have been 
made by the Soviet Union to assist this part 
of the world. We were given well founded 
testimony on the complete unwillingness of 
the Soviet Union to bring any real benefits 
and contribute any real scientific and engi
neering knowledge to the end that the people 
of India may enjoy the benefits of atomic 
energy. 

New Delhi: In New Delhi we had the pleas
ure of meeting with many representatives 
of the Indian Government, though unfortu
nately Prime Minister Nehru was not in the 
city. We met with the Indian Atomic En
ergy Commission and learned much more 
about their program than had been available 
to us previously. We came away with the 
distinct impression that the Indian atomic 
effort is an important one not only to India 
but to the advancement of science. Con
crete plans are actually going forward and 
some construction is underway looking 
toward the :first of two large research reac
tors, both on modified, unclassified American 
design. 

We visited the National Physical Labora
tory, which is renowned for its development 
of the so-called solar cooker which uses the 
heat of the sun to cook food and heat homes. 
Here in this institute Dr. K. S. Krishnan, 
director of the laboratory, and a member of 
the Indian Atomic Energy Commission, took 
members of our party on a tour of one of the 
finest scientific laboratories we have ever 
visited. This institute is well equipped and 

wen staffed to do work in basic science. 
Work is nearing completion on the construc
tion of a large particle accelerator. 

There are ways in which we can assist in 
the prosecution of this program at little or 
no dollar expense to the United States, yet 
in ways which would be deeply appreciated 
by the Indians, and would be of real assist
ance to them. It is our own hope that ways 
can be found in the near future, again 
through an agreement for cooperation, to 
extend this assistance. 

Pakistan 
In Karachi we had the very real pleasure 

of meeting first with Prime Minister Mo
hammed Ali, and later with the Council of 
Scientific and Industrial Research for 
Pakistan. Long and hard though the road 
ahead is for the people of Pakistan, they see 
and are attempting to grasp the opportu
nities to make their passage along that road 
both faster and better through the use of 
atomic energy. They have already estab
lished a central research laboratory in 
Karachi and will shortly open three regional 
laboratories. 

We noted with interest upon our return 
to the United States an announcement of 
the intentions of those in the Briitsh atomic
energy program to assist in the development 
of these laboratories. Scientists and Gov
ernment administrators alike made it clear 
'to us while we were there conferring with 
them that they must have assistance and 
would welcome it particularly from the 
United States. 

We flew north to Peshawar near the Khy
ber Pass in order that we might meet with 
the faculty of the university there, since it 
is on their campus that the first regional 
laboratory is to be established. In the bar
ren foothills of the Himalayas we talked 
long and earnestly with men trained here 
at our own Oak Ridge and Argonne and at 
Princeton-men of scientific and technical 
stature who are trying already with their 
limited resources to bring their country the 
beenfits of this most revolutionary science. 

Iran 
In Teheran we met with Prime Minister 

Zahedi and his Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
as well as other members of the Iranian 
Government. The economic difficulties of 
Iran have been much eased by the recent 
settlement of the long oil dispute. The ways 
and means by which atomic energy can 
help raise the standards of living in Iran and 
improve health are not unlike those every
where, but the problems of organizing such 
programs are not as far along as those in 
most countries which we visited. It is en
tirely possible that a small United States 
task force-3 or 4 men-for a few months 
might be able to give real assistance on this 
score. Again we wish to emphasize that 
we are not suggesting multi-million-dollar
foreign-aid programs but the carefully se
lected, prudent expenditure of $5,000 or 
$10,000 here and there in the way that will 
do the most good and at the most propitious 
moment. Large sums of money too late are 
no substitute for timely assistance on a mod
est scale, 

Turkey 
At Ankara we were all impressed by the 

large assembly of learned scientific ladies 
and gentlemen who were brought together 
to meet with us. We had no prior knowl
edge of the extent of . the scientific talent 
available in Turkey which can be devoted to 
bringing peacetime atomic benefits to that 
country. What we learned was most en
couraging. 

It was an unexpected pleasure to meet Pro
fessor Alisbah, professor of higher mathe
matics at the University of Ankara, who is 
also a member of the Institute for Advanced 
Studies at Princeton. He was only one of 
those whom we met in Turkey who are 
tangible evidence that here is a country 

which is able to make contributions in this 
field of science. We always have too few 
really competent minds tackling the prob
lems of the scientific unknown. We person
ally found the Turkish plans for an atomic 
cancer institute of special interest and were 
impressed that thece are more than just 
plans, that the first laboratory is already 
in operation. Our countries could bene
fit mutually from a program of closer coop
eration in peacetime atomic pursuits. 

Greece 
In Greece, as in Iran, we found the need 

for atomic agricultural and medical benefits 
to be very great indeed and the present 
means of bringing them to the people far 
too limited. The American taxpayer has 
spent large sums to aid the Greeks in repell
ing the Communist threat, and the Greeks 
have made wise use of this help. The coun
try is today a vigorous member of the free 
world. However, it still faces grave econom
ic problems. Food production is primitive 
by our standards. The country's power re
sources are quite limited. To the long
range goal of raising the Greek standard of 
livin~ and achieving a stabilized economy, 
atom1c energy-if wisely used-can con
tribute and even provide short cuts both in 
dollars and time. Here also our responsibil
ity is great, out of humanitarian as well as 
ideological kinship. 

Spain 
Our meeting with the SpaniSh Nuclear 

Energy Commission in Madrid was a high
light of our trip. This aggressive group is 
carrying out its basic nuclear development 
program primarily through grants to exist
ing · institutions. For example, they have a 
large electronics and instrument develop
ment group at the University of Madrid, as 
well as a reactor development group there. 
They have concrete plans for building a 
reactor which they seriously hope can be of 
the swimming-pool type which has been suc
cessful here in the United States. They rec
ognize their need for a larger number of 
trained people, particularly in the :field of 
reactor engineering. General Vigon, presi
dent of the Commission, and Dr. Otero were 
especially anxious to learn how the new pro
visions of the Atomic Energy Act would per
mit them to enter into an agreement for 
cooperation with the United States. The 
Spanish experience in recent months with 
the United States technical-assistance pro
gram under our new treaty and agreements 
has convinced them that the kind of assist
ance they need in their nuclear program can 
best be obtained from the United States. 
They need direct technical assistance from 
Americans who have built and operated re
search reactors of the sort the Spanish 
Nuclear Energy Commission is planning to 
build. They need assistance in setting up 
a training program in Spain as well as an 
opportunity to send Spanish scientists and 
engineers to the United States for training. 
They are interested in much more than just 
electric power. Spain has an agricultural 
extension service and good central medical 
facilities which could effectively use many 
of the things the United States has learned 
in these fields. 

RAW MATERIALS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
(83d Cong., 2d Sess.), 

JOHN W. BRICKER, 

Acting Chairman, 
STERLING COLE, 
CARL HINSHAW, 
JAMES E. VAN ZANDT, 

. THOMAS A. JENKINS. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I con .. 
cur fully in these general observations. 
Since the subcommittee report relates 
in considerable detail the places we 
visited and the people we met, I shall 
not go into the details of this pleasant, 
though arduous, journey. 
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., To sum up our trip, I should like to 
make three general observations. Many 
of the nations we visited have enormous 
problems and limited resources. These 
are the very nations which need the 
atomic shortcuts to improvements in 
standards of living, in agricultural and 
industrial output, and better health. 
These atomic shortcuts can be provided 
at a modest cost in dollars, material, and 
manpower. We found no country on· 
our itinerary devoid of scientific talent 
in the atomic field. All of us on the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy have 
had to struggle with the problems of 
getting adequate scientific personnel to 
tackle all the basic scientific research 
tasks at hand. Here in these countries 

· are energetic and competent people, 
anxious to use their talents to our com
mon advantage. The last Congress pro
vided the legal basis for making such 
cooperation possible. We must do 
everything in our power to see to it that 
these provisions of the law relating to 
international agreements for coopera
tion are used to the fullest without delay 
or redtape. 

Secondly, I was impressed by the rela
tively small investment that such an 
atomic-aid program would involve. 
Time after time I talked with eager men 
and \7omen well trained in atomic 
science whose energies would be avail
able to contribute both to their own na
tions and to science generally if they had 
but a few radiation instruments. They 
could be bought for from $5,000 to 
$25,000 per laboratory. 

If I might hazard a guess, a quarter 
of a million dollars spent today promptly, 
and in the right places, can do more 
good than $250 million appropriated all 
at once 5 years from now. I would use 
the quarter of a million for 25 grants in 
the 12 nations we visited, giving each 
laboratory $10,000 worth of · radiation 
instruments. 

I must say that I returned deeply im
pressed with the value of face-to-face 
conversations with the scientific and 
governmental leaders in their own 
countries. All of us who made the trip 
returned with a better sense of \7hat is 
possible; how our atoms-for-peace pro
gram can be advanced; and what is 
needed to make it of real benefit to the 
common people on whom free govern
ment depends throughout the world. 
I shall not soon forget how much can 
be done for so little in many parts of 
the world where the potentialities of 
the atom remain untapped. 

In conclusion, I should like to point 
out what I regard as the most danger
ous pitfalls in the administration of the 
President's atoms-for-peace plan. 

The first is that of overselling a good 
program. The deserts of the world are 
not going to bloom -overnight. For 
many nations cheap atomic power is 
decades away. False expectations raised 
by hucksters on the Federal payroll can 
benefit only the Communists. 

The second great danger is that ad
ministration of the program will be 
entrusted to giddy humanitarians, to 
doctrinaire Socialists, or to callous bu
reaucrats. This is a practical program 
for practical men of science. There is 

. . 

no place in this program for the social 
worker or the socialistic planner. And I 
sincerely hope that negotiations for 
agreements for cooperation do not be
come ensnarled in a mass of redtape or 
in the niceties of diplomatic protocol. 

The third pitfall is an all too common 
American failing. We are naturally, 
and I think justifiably, proud of our own 
traditions, culture, and economic system. 
However, we seem to be infected with an 
irresistible urge to force American po
litical, economic, social, and cultural in
stitutions on other people. It is not at 
all certain that the underdeveloped 
countries want a degree of efficiency 
which means that small villages, small 
farms, and handicraft industries must 
be sacrificed. It is presumptuous to 
think that no people can be happy, or 
that they are necessarily inferior, if they 
do not possess, or do not aspire to, the 
American standard of living. There are 
many things vastly more important~ 
Nothing is more certain, however, than 
that an effort to transplant unmodified 
all the distinctive aspects of our civiliza
tion on foreign soil would bring down 
on us the hatred of the world. This ob
session to improve other people whether 
they like it or not was revealed, unwit
tingly, in an article appearing in the 
February issue of American Mercury. 
This was the concluding paragraph of a 
story on the discovery of a tribe of people 
in an unexplored region of New Guinea: 

Whether the lost people of Lavani like it 
or not, they are about to be whisked thou
sands of years through time-from the 
darkest stone age into the middle of the 
atomic age. 

Let us pray that the atoms-for-peace 
plan will never be used to lift people, 
whether they like it or not, from what 
they have to what we think they should 
have. 

And, finally, I hope that the atoms
for-peace plan, both at home and abroad, 
will not become just another bauble with 
which to excite the avarice of mankind. 
If we live only for an ever-rising stand
ard of living, we shall never know free
dom from want. Our wants will be un
limited, far beyond the power of the 
atom to satisfy. To secure for ourselves 
and others the benefits envisioned by 
President Eisenhower in his atoms-for
peace plan, we must adhere to values 
which spring from sources higher than 
the appetites of man. 

Mr. President, on this trip I was im
pressed with an expression I heard in 
one country. It was that the govern
ment of that country was trying to lift 
the standard of living of its people, and 
could utilize atomic energy to fulfill that 
purpose. I could not help think that 
governments alone do not lift standards 
of living for their people, but create an 
atmosphere in which the standards of 
living of the people can improve. The 
people must do it for themselves. There 
must be an individual yearning and an 
individual ability to lift one's own stand
ard of living. When we put the matter 
solely on a control basis, we do not ful
fill the yearnings of the people. 

There cannot be a lifting of the stand
ard of living of a people by material re
sources alone. It must be accomplished 

by a Spiritual uplifting of the people, by 
a higher degree of freedom, and by in
dividual creative ability, enhanced and 
encouraged in an atmosphere of freedom 
brought about by the government. 

In this problem, complex as it is, the 
United States can take a leading role, by 
helping the nations of the world to attain 
better health and better industrial con
ditions, and, finally, an opportunity for 
development generally. 

We found everywhere-and this fact is 
reported in the bulleti'n which I have 
submitted for the RECORD-a desire for 
better health conditions, and a great in
terest in the availability of and the possi
bilities that will arise from the use of 
atomic energy. 

We found everywhere a desire to in
crease agricultural production. In many 
of the countries we visited, people live 
just above a bare minimum standard of 
living. In many places there is today 
actual hunger. If the soil, which has. 
been bleached out and eroded and 
washed out, can be brought back to pro
duction by new scientific processes, cer
tainly much will have been contributed 
to the happiness of these countries, and 
ultimately of the world. 

In the field of industry there is every .. 
where a desire for more and more power. 
In one of the countries we visited the 
power had become depleted, and one of 
their production centers had been closed 
down. As a result, in the hotel at which 
we were staying the elevators were not 
operating and the lights were cut off dur
ing a part of the time. In all the coun
tries we found a desire for more produc
tion of the things that their people need. 
Essential for such production is the 
source of energy and power that might 
ultimately come from atomic reactors. 

As I said before, Mr. President, in this 
program we do not wish to overencour
age, but we desire to be practical in our 
approach. 
· I wish to express to the Members of 
the Senate the gratitude I feel for the 
opportunity to make this trip, to observe 
the needs of various countries of the 
world, and to get a glimpse of the possi
bilities which confront the United States · 
in the great program of helpfulness 
which I know is inspired by the leader
ship of this Nation. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I wish to 

compliment the Senator from Ohio on 
his most enlightening address on the 
subject of his recent vecy important trip. 
I compliment him highly and very sin
cerely. I hope those Senators who were 
not present this afternoon to hear the 
Senator from Ohio will read his address 
in the REcORD, because he has told us 
something which we all should know and 
appreciate. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator 
from Connecticut. I wish to say, in re .. 
sponse, that we have here, I think, pos- ' 
sibly the greatest opportunity available 
to us in any single field for building good j 
will and helping the other peoples of 
the world to a better. way of life. Their 

1 

resources are, of course, limited. We I 
have spent from $12 billion to $13 billion l 
on the program, and if we can turn it ! 
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now from the destructive aspect, which 
it has been, primarily, up to this time, 
toward peaceful uses, I think not only 
will we strengthen our position in the 
world, but we will be dolng more than 
we could possibly do with many times 
the amount of dollars sent abroad. 

There was another very encouraging 
aspect which came from members of 
governments with whom we talked, 
namely, that the United States has an 
adequate supply for defense purposes and 
that our program has advanced to such 
a point that we can contribute 200 or 
more pounds to international use. Eng
land has contributed some 40 pounds for 
that purpose. The people have learned 
that now we can turn what has been a 
threat to the world to the help of the 
peoples of the world. To me, as an 
American citizen and as a Member of 
this body, that was one point of encour
agement which emphasized the possibili
ties for the future in this great field. 

THE BONN AGREEMENTS OF 1952 AS 
AMENDED BY THE PARIS PROTO
COL OF 1954 <S. DOC. No. 11) 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the so

called London-Paris accords, which have 
the effect of amending the contractual 
agreements with Germany which the 
Senate approved in 1952, are now pend
ing before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee-Executives L and M, 83d Con
gress, 2d session. 

Unfortunately for purposes of clarity, 
the protocol to the German agreement 
is in the form of substitute language for 
provisions in the earlier protocol. Thus, 
it is virtually impossible for the Senate 
to get any clear idea of the action it is 
expected to take without reading the 
1952 convention as amended by the 1954 
protocol. 

I ask unanimous consent, therefore, to 
have the Convention on Relations Be
tween the Three Powers and the Federal 
Republic of Germany, as amended by the 
1954 Protocol on Termination of the Oc
cupation of Germany, printed as a Sen
ate document. It will thus be possible 
for the Senate and the Committee, when 
they consider the London-Paris accords, 
to have before them a document which 
will embody the actual agreements as 
they will be in effect if approved by the 
parties thereto. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. LANGER. How many copies will 

be printed? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc

NAMARA in the chair). The law provides 
for a definite number. 

Mr. GEORGE. The law provides for 
.a definite number. I am not able to 
give the Senator that information. It 
will be an indispensable document when 
it is printed. Otherwise, the subject 
is not understandable. The document 
will not be so large as the manuscripts 
before me would indicate, because many 
of the pages in this manuscript are only 
half pages. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Georgia? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

CI--10~ 

UNITED STATE$ VERSUS CAPPS
THE "POTATO CASE" 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the opinion of the Supreme 
Court of the United States in United 
States of America, petitioner, against 
Guy W. Capps, Inc., on writ of certiorari 
to the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Fourth Circuit, together with 
an article from the Wall Street Journal 
entitled "The Potato Case," and another 
article from the Wall Street Journal 
headed "Supreme Court's Silence on 
Spuds Gives New Ammunition to Treaty 
Curb Backers." 

There being no objection, the opinion 
and articles were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
SUPREME CoURT OF THE UNITED STATEs--No, 

14, OcTOBER TERM, 1954 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PETITIONER, V, 

GUY W. CAPPS, INC. 

(On writ of certiorari to the U. S. Court of 
Appeals for the Fourth Circuit) 

(February 7, 1955) 

(Mr. Justice Burton delivered the opinion 
of the Court.) 

In this case the United States district 
court directed a verdict for respondent be
cause petitioner failed to present evidence 
of either a breach of contract or resulting 
damages sufficient to sustain a verdict for -
petitioner. The court of appeals, however, 
affirmed the judgment on the ground that 
the alleged contract was unenforceable. For · 
the reasons hereafter .stated, we agree with 
the district court that the evidence was not 
sufficient to sustain the alleged breach of 
contract. Accordingly, · we do not reach or 
pass upon the other grounds discussed by 
the court of appeals. 

In 1948 the crops of Irish potatoes in the 
United States and Canada were among the 
largest on record. As a result, the United 
States, in section 1 (b) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1948 (68 Stat. 1247, 1248), obligated it
self to · support the sale of such potatoes at 
90 percent of their parity price. This pro
gram was carried out through agreements 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to 
purchase, from eligible growers or dealers 
in the Unit~d States, all Irish potatoes har
vested before January 1, 1949, provided such 
potatoes could not be sold commercially at 
90 percent of parity. As the unsupported 
Canadian prices were lower than the sup
ported prices in the United States, it be
came profitable to import Canadian pota
toes despite the tariff and freight charges. 
Recognizing that fact, Congress authorized 
investigations by the Tariff Commission, 
under the President's d.irection, which might 
lead to imposing quantitative limitations 
on imports or to increasing import fees. 
(62 stat. 1248-1250, 7 U. S. C., sec. 624.) 

However, without resorting to that pro
cedure, the United States acted through 
diplomatic channels. Its Acting Secretary 
of State and the Canadian Ambassador ex
changed notes on November 23 1948, pur
porting to consummate an executive agree
ment effective at once. (For their text see 
appendix, infra, at 10-14.) Of special sig
nificance to this litigation are the under
takings made by Canada, in its note, to place 
its Irish potatoes under export control, to 
withhold export permits for the movement 
of table stock potatoes to the United States, 
and to issue export permits for the ship
ment of Canadian certified seed potatoes to 
the United States only under specified cir
cumstances. Those circumstances were that 
the shipments be limited to specified States 
where there was a legitimate demand for 
certified seed potatoes and to a short period 
before the normal seeding time. Permits 

were to be granted only to exporters having 
firm orders from legitimate United States 
users of Canadian seed potatoes, and those 
exporters were "to have included in any 
contract into which they might enter with 
a United States seed potato importer a 
clause in which the importer would give an 
assurance that the potatoes would not be 
diverted or reconsigned :(or table stock pur
poses" (Appendix, infra, at 11). The agree
ment terminated June 20, 1949. 

In December 1948 Guy W. Capps, Inc., a 
Virginia corporation, respondent herein, 
bought 48,544 one-hundred-pound bags of 
Canadian certified Irish seed potatoes from 
H. B. Willis, Inc., of Charlottetown, Prince 
Edward Island, a Canadian exporter. Before 
the exporter's shipment of them on the 
steamship Empire Gangway to respondent at 
Jacksonville, Fla., respondent wired the ex
porter as fallows: "Certified seed potatoes 
loaded on steamship Gangway are for plant
ing in Florida and Georgia." The shipment 
arrived at Jacksonville January 9, 1949.1 On 
January 11, the potatoes were all invoiced by 
respondent -to the Atlantic Commission Co. 
at Jacksonville as "48,544 Sax Canada No. 1 
seed potatoes at $3.35 f. o. b." 2 

In January 1951 the United States filed the 
instant action against respondent in the 
United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of Virginia, claiming that the above 
circumstances constituted a contract be
tween the exporter and respondent for the 
benefit of the United States. The complaint 
alleged further, upon information and belief, 
that, in January 1949, respondent, in viola
tion of such contract, "sold the 48,544 sacks 
of seed potatoes for table stock purposes" to 
the damage of tha: United States in the 
amount of approximately $150,486, "in that 
for each quantity of potatoes so imported 
from Canada and sold for table stock in the 
United States, a substantially equivalent 
quantity of potatoes produced in the United 
States was offered for sale to the Department 
of Agriculture, and had to be and was pur
chased by the Department under the Agricul
tural Act of 1948." 

Respondent's motion to dismiss the com· 
plaint for failure to state a claim upon which 
relief could be granted was denied. (100 F. 
Supp. 30.) However, at the close of peti
tioner's case and after argument of counsel, 
the court directed a verdict for respondent. 

1 January 10, 1949, the Acting Chief of the 
Potato Division, Fruit and Vegetable Branch 
of the United States Department of Agricul
ture, wired respondent: 

"Have been informed ACCO (Atlantic Com
mission Co.) representative, Jacksonville, 
Fla., claiming you have special permission 
from Department to sell Canadian seed for 
edible use, if no demand for seed. Please 
advise basis for claim. Account such dis
position is contrary to the intent of United 
States-Canadian agreement and to Canadian 
requirement regarding diversion or recon
signment." 

January 11, 1949, respondent wired in re
ply: "Have not made such statement. Only 
put seed (potatoes) Jacksonville for seed 
purposes" and, later, on the same day: 

"I realize fully the agreement with Canada, 
its intent, and want to and expect to cooper
ate with the program. I am only bringing in 
seed for seed purposes. Canadian dealers 
are now quoting seed same territory I am 
selling. Have had quotations as low as 365 
hundredweight delivered Norfolk, past week." 

2 "Less 10,000 Sax Canada No. 1 seed pota
toes at $3.65 f. o. b." These 10,000 sacks were 
immediately resold by the Atlant.ic Commis
sion Co. to respondent. Of them, 8,730 were 
invoiced by respondent on the same day as 
"Canada No. 1 seed potatoes" in 7 lots to 4 
separate dealers in Florida and Georgia, at 
prices between $3.75 and $4 per hundred
weight. There was no evidence as to the 
disposition of the remaining 1,270 sacks. 
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Judgment was entered accordingly. The 
court's findings of fact and conclusions of 
law were contained in its oral opinion. That 
opinion, which has not been published, in· 
eluded the following highly significant state· 
ments: 

"The action here is for breach of contract 
made between a Canadian exporter and 
Capps, the American importer, and specifi· 
cally of a stipulation placed in that contract 
which the court has held was for the benefit 
of the United States. 

"The expression constituting that stipula· 
tion is that certified seed potatoes loaded on 
the S. S. Gangway are for planting in Florida 
and Georgia. Now, assuming that the court 
is correct in holding that that stipulation is 
an agreement within the meaning of the 
Executive treaty or an assurance, as it is 
called in the Executive treaty, to the effect 
that the potatoes would not be diverted or 
reconsigned for table stock purposes-! say 
assuming that the court is correct in holding 
that this provision is an assurance-there is 
no proof here sufficient to go to the jury that 
there has been such a diversion or reconsign· 
ment, or that there has been a lack of dili· 
gence or care on the part of this defendant 
to see to it that its assurance was carried out. 

"In the first place, the only diversion or 
reconsignment was from the defendant to 
the Atlantic Commission Co. Now that was 
not a diversion or reconsignment for table 
stock purposes. Nor does it evidence any 
want of care on the part of the defendant 
to see that the assurance was kept, because 
the evidence shows that this defendant had 
from year to year sold to Atlantic potatoes 
exclusively for seed purposes. The evidence 
does not justify or would not justify the 
jury in drawing a conclusion that it was a 
reckless abandonment by the defendant of 
its obligation to see to the use of these pota· 
toes because the defendant had the right 
to rely upon its previous experiences. 

"But going further, and assuming that it 
was incumbent upon the defendant to follow 
up and see that this reconsignment did not 
lead to the use of the potatoes for table pur
poses, we find that the A. & P., to whom 
Atlantic sold, did sell seed potatoes. It is 
true that it was not its entire trade in pota
toes, but it did sell a large amount, described 
as its secondary function, for seed purposes, 
anc1 the other sales by Atlantic to wholesalers 
or to the trade, as it is spoken of, were to 
firms which used potatoes for seed purposes 
or disposed of them for seed purposes, so 
that the sales by the defendant here were 
equally consistent with the compliance as 
with the violation of the assurance." 

The court of appeals disagreed with the 
district court on the above points.8 How· 
ever, it affirmed the judgment on the ground 
that the international agreement, which the 
contract between respondent and the ex· 
porter sought to carry out, was void. The 
court regarded it as not authorized by Con· 
gress and as contravening the provision for 
procedure through the Tariff Commission. 
The court also held that the suit must fail 
because no cause of action had been created 
by Congress for this type of injury (204 F. 2d 
655, 658-661). We granted certiorari to de
termine whether the significant constitu
tional and statutory questions discussed by 
the court of appeals were necessary for the 
decision of the case and, if so, to give them 
consideration (346 U. S. 884). 

We have first examined the record in order 
to pass upon the preliminary questions on 
which the court of appeals disagreed with 
the trial court. (See Walling v. General In· 
dustries Co. (330 U. S. 545, 547, 550), and 

3 "We have little difficulty in seeing in the 
evidence breach of contract on the part of 
defendant and damage resulting to the 
United States from the breach" (204 F. 2d, at 
658). 

see also, Story Parchment Co. v. Paterson 
Parchment Co. (282 U.S. 555, 560, 567-568) .) 

Respondent's alleged obligation is stated in 
its first telegram, which must be read in the 
light of the above-mentioned correspondence 
between the United States and Canada. 
That correspondence recognized that impor
tations of Canadian seed potatoes, as · well 
as of Canadian table stock potatoes, might 
displace eligible American potatoes in Amer
ican commercial markets and thus might add 
to the burden of the American price-sup
port program. The correspondence, never
theless, did not seek to exclude Canadian 
seed potatoes. On the contrary, it provided 
for the continuance of shipments of seed 
potatoes to specified States · in the United 
States, during a short period immediately 
prior to the normal seeding time. In addi
tion, Canada agreed to require its exporters 
to secure assurance from each importer of 
Canadian seed potatoes that such potatoes 
would not be diverted or reconsigned for 
table stock purposes. In effect, this agree
ment stopped the regular Canadian-Ameri
can trade in Canadian table stock potatoes, 
while preserving such trade in Canadian seed 
pn.tatoes. There was no suggestion that each 
importer, during the short open season for 
Canadian seed potatoes, had to take any new 
or extraordinary affirmative steps to see to 
it that the ultimate purchasers never ate 
their seed potatoes, or that each American 
retailer of Canadian seed potatoes, in its 
usual course of business, segregated such 
potatoes from table stock potatoes in any 
manner not customary in the sale of seed 
potatoes. 

The undisputed evidence showed that the 
entire shipment to Jacksonville was made in 
containers with markings and tags identify
ing the potatoes as "Canadian No. 1 seed 
potatoes." There was no showing that this 
identification was separated from the pota
toes at any point short of the ultimate offer
ing of some of the potatoes at retail. There 
was, in short, no evidence that any of the 
potatoes were at any time reconsigned or 
otherwise treated except as had been custom
ary in prior commercial dealings in seed 
potatoes. 

At Jacksonville the entire shipment was 
invoiced by respondent to the Atlantic Com
mission Co. as "Canada No.1 Seed Potatoes." 
Most of the 10,000 sacks (which, at the time 
of their delivery to that company in Jackson
ville, were resold by it to respondent) were 
invoiced by respondent to other customers 
in a like manner.t The Atlantic Commis
sion Co., in turn, invoiced to its purchasers, 
in the same manner, the sacks which it re
ceived from respondent. Of them, 13,627 
sacks were invoiced by the Commission Co. 
to its parent company, the Great Atlantic & 
Pacific Tea Co., at 3 points in Florida and 
1 in Georgia, but 1,641 sacks were invoiced 
to points in Alabama. The Great Atlantic 
& Pacific Tea Co. primarily sold foodstuffs 
but also dealt in vegetables for planting pur
poses, such as seed potatoes, onion sets, and 
cabbage sets. It sold seed potatoes not only 
to home gardeners but to planters of small 
commercial acreages. The Commission Co. 
invoiced the remaining 24,926 sacks to over 
30 separate dealers in Florida and Georgia, 
but invoiced 2,309 to points in Alabama. All 
of the consignees were dealers in vegetables 
and groceries, and the primary volume of 
their trade was in articles for food. But 
there was testimony that some of these deal· 
ers customarily handled seed potatoes for 
planting purposes and there was no evidence 
that any of them did not. Respondent pre· 
viously had sold seed potatoes to the Atlantic 
Commission Co. and that company had used 
channels of distribution comparable to those 
used in this instance. There was no evi
dence of the reconsignment of any of these 

'See note 2, supra. 

seed potatoes for table stock, or of the diver
sion of any of them from the commercial 
chann~ls theretofore usually used for sales 
of seed potatoes in this area during the 
planting season. Exception has not been 
taken to the States designated or to the 
times when the sales were to be made. 

The evidence also did not support the 
suggestion that some of these potatoes were 
unsuitable for planting in the areas desig
nated. It was not enough that one witness 
said that only 20 percent of the original ship
ment consisted of potaoes belonging to the 
three most popular varieties grown in Florida 
in that year. 

There was no evidence of bad faith, neglect 
or carelessness on the part of respondent in 
performing its contractual obligations. 
There was no evidence of any intent of 
respondent that the potatoes be sold for 
table use. It freely acknowledged the exist
ence of the international agreement and de
clared its purpose to cooperate with it. 

It was conceded that these potatoes were 
specially suited for use as seed but also that 
they were of high-grade edible quality. 
There was, however, no evidence that any 
substantial part of these potatoes ultimately 
was eaten. The most that appeared was that 
10 pounds of the seed potatoes were sold 
by a grocery in St. Augustine, Fla., to two 
women who appeared to be housewives buy
ing for home use. There was also evidence 
that a few potatoes, probably from the ship· 
ment, were sold to customers of the same 
type by a Jacksonville store and by an 
A. & P. market in Atlanta, Ga. 

In sum, all that respondent did was to 
_sell seed potatoes, labeled as seed potatoes, in 
seeding time to concerns which normally 
dealt in seed potatoes. Under these circum
stances, the district court was not clearly 
in error in making the findings it did or in 
directing the verdict for respondent on the 
ground that no breach of contract was shown 
(Walling v. General Industries Co. (330 U.s. 
545) ). 

In view of the foregoing, there is · no 
occasion for us to consider the other ques
tions discussed by the court of appeals. The 
decision in this case does not rest upon 
them. 

Affirmed. 

APPENDIX 
EXCHANGE OF NOTES BETWEEN THE CANADIAN 

AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED STATES AND THE 
ACTING SECRETARY OF STATE OF THE UNITED 
STATES, NOVEMBER 23, 1948 

THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR TO THE SECRETARY 
OF STATE 

CANADIAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, D. C., November 23, 1948. 

The Honorable GEORGE C. MARSHALL, 
Secretary of State of the United States, 

Washington, D. C. 
Sm: I have the honor to refer to the dis

cussions which have taken place between 
the representatives of the Government of 
Canada and of the Government of the United 
States of America regarding the problems 
which would confront the Government of 
the United States in the operation of its 
price support and other programs for pota
toes if the imports of Canadian potatoes, 
during this current crop year, were to con
tinue to be unrestricted. After careful con
sideration of the various representations 
which have been made to the Canadian Gov
ernment on this subject, the Canadian Gov
ernme·nt is prepared to: 

1. Include Irish potatoes in the list of 
commodities for which an export permit is 
required under the provisions of the Export 
and Import Permits Act. 

2. Withhold export permits for the move· 
ment of table stock potatoes to the United 
States proper, excluding Alaska. 

3. Issue export permits for the shipment 
of Canadian certified seed potatoes to the 
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United States, but only under the following 
circumstances: 

(a) Export permits will be issued to Cana· 
dian exporters for shipments to specified 
States in the United States and such per· 
mits will c;>nly be granted within the struc· 
ture of a specific schedule. The schedule 
is designed to direct the shipment of Cana
dian certified seed potatoes into those States 
where there is a legitimate demand for cer
tified seed potatoes and only during a short 
period immediately prior to the normal seed
ing time. A draft of this schedule is now 
being jointly prepared by Canadian and 
United States officials. 

(b) Export permits would only be granted 
to Canadian exporters who could give evi
dence that they had firm orders from legi
timate United States users of Canadian seed 
potatoes. Canadian exporters would also be 
required to have included in any contract 
into which they might enter with a United 
States seed potato importer a clause in 
which the importer would give an assur
ance that the potatoes would not be diverted 
or reconsigned for table stock purposes. 

(c) The canadian Government would sur
vey the supply of Canadian certified seed 
potatoes by class and consider the possibility 
of giving precedence to the export of founda
tion and foundation A classes of certified 
seed. 

(d) The names and addresses of the con
sl.gnees entered on the export permit would 
be compiled periodically and this informa
tion would be forwarded to the United States 
Government. 

In instituting a system which has the 
effect _of restricting exports of Canadian po
tatoes to the United States, the Canadian 
Government recognizes a responsibility to 
the Canadian commercial grower in certain 
surplus potato areas and is prepared to guar
antee a minimum return on gradable pota
toes for which the grower cannot find a sales 
outlet. Althoug_h the details of such a pro
gram have not been finalized, it is antici
pated that the Canadian Government will 
announce, at approximately the same time 
as potatoes are placed under export control, 
a floor price which will be effective April 1, 
1949, for certain carlot shipping areas in the 
East. To implement this program the Cana
dian Government would inspect the potato 
holdings of commercial growers in Prince 
Edward Island, and several counties of New 
Brunswick, on or after April 1 and would 
undertake to pay a fixed price for every 100 
pounds of Canada No. 1 potatoes found in 
the bins. It is not anticipated that any ac
tual payment would be made at that time 
and it would be understood that, if any of 
the potatoes examined were subsequently 
sold or used for seed purposes, the owner 
would forfeit any claim for assistance on 
such potatoes. In other words, the Canadian 
Government would make no payment on 
potatoes which move into export trade or 
which are used for seed purposes. 

It should be noted that the Canadian 
proposals to institute export permit control 
on Canadian potatoes and to inaugurate a 
price support program are contingent upon 
assurances from the United States Govern· 
ment that: 

(a) The United States Government will 
not hereafter impose any quantitative limi
tations or fees on Canadian potatoes of the 
1948 crop exported to the United States under 
the system of regulating the movement of 
potatoes from Canada to the United States 
outlined herein. 

(b) The Canadian Government proposal, 
as outlined herein, to guarantee a floor price 
to certain commercial growers in the Mari
time Provinces would not be interpreted by 
United States authorities as either a direct 
or indirect subsidy and that in consequence 
there would be no grounds for the imposi
tion of countervailing duties under section 
303 of the United States Tariff Act of 1930 
( 46 Stat. 687). 

If the United States Government in its 
replying note accepts the Canadian proposals 
and gives to the Canadian Government the 
assurances required, as outlined above, this 
note and the reply thereto will constitute an 
agreement on this subject. 

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my 
highest consideration. 

H. H. WRONG. 

THE ACTING SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE 
CANADIAN AMBASSADOR 

NOVEMBER 23, 1948. 
His Excellency HUME WRONG, 

Ambassador of Canada. 
EXCELLENCY: The Government of the 

United States appreciates the assurance of 
the Government of Canada contai.ned in your 
note No. 538 of November 23, 1948, that the 
Government of Canada is prepared, contin
gent upon the receipt of certain assurances 
from the Government of the United States to 
establish the controls outlined therein over 
the exportation of potatoes from Canada to 
the United States. 

In view of the adverse effect which unre
stricted imports of Canadian potatoes would 
have on the potato programs of the United 
States and the fact that it is anticipated 
that the Canadian proposal will substan
tially reduce the quantity of potatoes which 
would otherwise be imported into the United 
States, and in the interest of international 
trade between the United States and Canada 
and other considerations, the United States 
Government assures the Canadian Govern
ment that it will not hereafter impose any 
quantitative limitations or fees on Canadian 
potatoes of the 1948 crop imported into the 
United States under the system of regulating 
the movement of potatoes to the United 
States outlined in the Canadian proposal. 

The Government of the United States also 
wishes to inform the Canadian Government 
with respect to that Government's proposal 
to guarantee a floor price to certain commer
cial growers in the Maritime Provinces, that 
in the opinion of the Treasury Department, 
the operation of such a proposal as outlined 
by the Canadian Government would not be 
considered as a payment or bestowal, directly 
or indirectly, of any bounty or grant upon 
the manufacture, production, or export of 
the potatoes concerned and no countervail
ing duty would, therefore, be levied, under 
the provisions of section 303, Tariff Act of 
1930, as a result of such operation of the pro· 
posal on potatoes imported from Canada. 

The United States Government agrees that 
your n-ote under reference, together with this 
reply, will constitute an agreement on this 
subject. 

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances 
of my highest consideration. 

ROBERT A. LOVETT, 
Acting Secretary of State of the 

United States of America. 
Treaties and Other International Acts, Se

ries 1896, Department of State, Publication 
3474. 

[From the Wall Street Journal of February 
15, 1955] 

THE POTATO CASE 
Last week the Supreme Court decided 

United States v. Capps, litigation known 
among lawyers as "the potato case." In 
doing so, the High Court left unanswered the 
question of the legality of an executive agree
ment placed squarely before it by the fourth 
circuit court of appeals; 

There were two questions before the High 
Court in the potato case. One was whether 
a man named Capps had violated a con
tract-:fiowing from an executive agreement
which prohibited him from selling Canadian 
potatoes in this country for table use. The 
other was whether the executive agreement 
itself was legal. The High Court exonerated 
Capps on the ground that he had not violated 
the contract. But it passed over the question 

of whether the executive agreement was 
legal even though the court of appeals held 
that it was not. 

Now the High Court had a right to act thus 
and we certainly impute no wrong motive 
to what was done. Courts are reluctant, 
and in most cases doubtless rightly so, to 
decide a case on a constitutional question 
when it can be decided on a question of 
evidence. 

Still, it seems to us that, as an article on 
thiS page today points out, the High Court's 
decision adds up to an implication that this 
particular executive agreement was all right. 

For the evidence and the executive agree
ment are inextricably mixed in the Capps 
case. How can a contract based on an execu
tive agreement be valid if the agreement is 
not valid? Or, said another way, if the con
tract was valid the executive agreement must 
also have been legal. It seems to us that 
that is the only inference to be drawn from 
the High Court's silence. 

If, however, it was a valid agreement, 
where do the prerogatives of the executive 
department begin and where do the powers 
of the Congress end? 

Many learned lawyers have inferred from 
other Supreme Court decisions that there 
is small limit-if any at all-to what can be 
done through treaties and executive agree
ments, even to the point of overriding the 
Constitution. 

It is puzzling to us why there is so much 
opposition to spelling out in exact language 
just how far such international agreements 
should go. It is even more puzzling why 
such a basic question as safeguarding the 
Constitution should be, politically, such a 
hot potato. 

[From the Wall Street Journal of February 
15, 1955] 

POTATOES AND PACTS-SUPREME COURT'S SI• 
LENCE ON SPUDS GIVES NEW AMMUNITION TO 
TREATY-CURB BACKERS 

(By William H. Fitzpatrick) 
Less than 12 months ago the United States 

Senate was in steamy debate about some 
Missouri ducks and a need for amending the 
Constitution. This year, when· the debate 
about treaties and executive agreements be
gins again, the ducks will be dished up with 
some Irish potatoes grown in Canada and 
sold in Florida. 

If all this sounds like an improbable legis· 
lative potpourri, there's some reason for it. 
The ducks and the potatoes figured in United 
States Supreme Court cases which many 
lawyers think have stretched the power of 
treaties and executive agreements to thQ 
point of overriding the Constitution. 

In the duck case (Missouri v. Holland) 
the danger comes, as some lawyers see it. 
from what the Court had to say. In effect 
the Court said that Congress, through a 
treatJ, acquired powers that Federal courts 
previously had said the Congress did not 
have through the Constitution. This and 
subsequent cases led to proposals to amend 
the Constitution so that some restraints 
would be placed on treaties and executive 
agreements. Senator BRICKER's amendment 
was whittled away bit by bit, but 60 Senators 
voted for the amendment by Senator GEORGE 
to spell out more plainly the limits of the 
treaty and executive agreement powers; it 
lost by only one vote. 

Now just the other day the United States 
Supreme Court decided the potato case
United States v. Capps. The proponents 
of new constitutional safeguards see dangers 
in that decision not from what the Court 
had to say but from what the Court did not 
say. 

This case reached the High Court this 
way: In 1948, Congress supported Irish pota
toes at 90 percent of parity. Canadian pota
toes were unsupported, and their price was 
lower despite tariff and freight charges. A 
great many Canadian potatoes found their 
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way into the United States and United States 
potatoes sought the shelter of 90 percent of 
parity. As a remedy the Congress authorized 
investigations by the Tariff Commission, un
der the President's direction, looking to a 
limitation of imports or to an increase · in 
import fees. 

Instead of following the directive of the 
Congress, the executive department acted 
through diplomatic channels and an execu
tive agreement was signed by the Acting 
Secretary of State Robert. A. Lovett and Ca-n
ada's Ambassador Huine Wrong. The agree
ment was that Canada would restrict export 
of potatoes to the United States with the 
exception of seed potatoes and the American 
importers of the seed potatoes would be 
obligated to guarantee that the potatoes 
would be planted and not eaten. 

MR. CAPPS' TROUBLES 
Subsequently, Guy W. Capps, Inc., a Vir

ginia importer, brought in for use in Florida 
and George 48,544 sacks of certified Irish 
seed potatoes which Capps sold to a commis
sion house. The United States Government 
then sued Capps for $150,000 on the ground 
that the importer had sold the potatoes for 
table use in violation of the agreement be
tween Canada and the United States. 

The amount of damages was arrived at 
by Government attorneys who reasoned that 
every sack of imported potatoes which found. 
its way into the food market displaced an 
equal amount of domestic potatoes-:-so this 
meant the Government had to buy that many 
more domestic potatoes under the price sup
port program. 

The case was tried in the Eastern Dis
trict Court in Virginia and the Federal judge 
there decided against the Government, say
ing that there was not sufficient proof that 
Capps had sold the potatoes other than as 
seed potatoes. 

The Government appealed the case and 
the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals also de
cided against the Government-but ·on dif
ferent grounds. The judges of the Fourth 
Circuit found that there was some damage to 
the Government because of breach of con
tract on the part of Capps, but they said 
that the executive agreement entered into 
by the State Department and the Canadian 
Ambassador was void. 

These judges said that this agreement was 
void because it had not been authorized by 
the Congress and that it contravened the 
provision set up by the Congress for pro
cedure through the Tariff Commission. 

Thus a far more important question than 
the Government's loss through any contract 
breach was posed-and answered-by the 
Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals. The ques
tion was whether the executive department 
could evade a clear Congressional directive 
designed specifically to carry out an act of 
Congress and attempt to settle an issue in 
its own way. The appeals court judges said 
"No." 

The United States Supreme Court, when 
the case finally reached its docket, chose 
not to look at the question of executive agree
ments at all. The high court decided that 
the District judge was right when he. ruled 
there was insufficient evidence of a breach 
of contract. 

But in its choice between the two differ
ent rulings it is fair to infer that the high 
court did not want to touch on the question 
of executive agreements overriding Congres
sional directives. It is, in fact, the practice 
of the court not to decide a case on a Con
stitutional question where the decision may 
be found in some other question. And in the 
potato case it was not necessary to do so 
since the high court could agree with the 
District Court that evidence of breach of 
contract was lacking. 

However, in this District Court decision 
there seems to be an underlying assumption 
that there was a valid executive agreement 
between the United States and Canada. 

NOT ENOUGH FOR A JURY 
The district court's opinion said in part: 

"Now, assuming tha~ the court is correct in 
holding that that stipulation (to sell the 
potatoes only as seed) is an agreement 
within the meaning of the executive treaty 
or an assurance, as it is called in the execu
tive treaty, to the effect that the potatoes 
would not be diverted or reconsigned for 
table stock purposes-! say assuming that 
the court is correct in holding that this pro
vision is an assurance, there is no proof here 
sufficient to go to the jury" that any wrong 
was done. 

So the questions raised are: Could a con
tract limiting the resale use of Capps' pota
toes have existed under the circumstances 
without the executive agreement? And if 
the State Department was not empowered
as the appeals court said it was not-to make 
such an agreement, then how could any con- . 
tract based on the agreement be valid? 

While the Supreme Court did not specifi
cally say the executive agreement was valid 
it went on to answer the question whether 
Capps had violated it, and answered that 
question by agreeing with the district court. 
Thus by logic and implication the Supreme 
Court's silence on this question of the power 
of executive agreements to override the will 
of Congress is a tacit admission that such 
power exists. 

In any event, those who support the pro
posals to limit the treaty and executive 
agreement powers will certainly assume ex
actly that until the High Court does speak 
out directly on the subject. 

Indeed, the assumption is a reasonable 
one, for there is small basis for believing that 
the High Court would hold otherwise in the 
case of a congressional mandate when a 
previous decision has held that a treaty (in 
Missouri v. Holland) can override the tenth 
amendment and grant power to enact legis
lation which would be unconstitutional in 
the absence of the treaty. Also, the Supreme 
Court has held (in U. S. v. Pink) that an 
executive agreement could override the part 
of the fifth amendment protecting prop
erty rights. 

SIGNIFICANT LETTERS 
The Court said: "If the President had the 

power to determine the policy which was to 
govern the question of recognition (of Rus
sia), then the fifth amendment does not 
stand in the way of giving full force and 
effect to the Litvinov assignment." The 
Court even held that the exchange of letters 
between Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Litvinov had 
the stature of a treaty. 

In view of what the courts have said and 
not said, it may be fairly asked whether any 
other part of the Constitution can stand in 
the way of giving full force and effect to 
other executive agreements or treaties. It is 
a question which not only lawyers but Sena
tors will soon be asking themselves. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, since there 

does not appear to be any further busi
ness at this time, I move that that Senate 
adjourn until Monday next, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1 
o'clock and 51 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, February 21, 
1955, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate February 18, 1955: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Chester R. Davis, of Illinois, to be Assistant 
Secretary of the Army, vice Charles C. Finu
cane, appointed Under Secretary of the Army. 

FEDERAL RES~RVE SYSTEM 
'charles Noah Shepardson, of Texas, to be 

a member of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System for the remainder of 
the term of 14 years from February 1, 1954, 
vice Paul Emmert Miller, deceased. 

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE 
Ben F. Cameron, of Mississippi, to be 

United States circuit judge, fifth circuit, vice 
Edwin R. Holmes, retired. 

UNITED STATES PuBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The following candidates for personnel 

action in the Regular Corps of the Public 
Health Service: 
I. FOR APPOINTMENTS, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA

TIONS THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW AND 
REGULATIONS, TO BE EFFECTIVE DATE OF 
ACCEPTANCE 

To be assistant surgeons 
John W. Glotfelty John F. Ice 
James D. Tovey Inez L. Ice 

To be assistant dental surgeon 
George J. Yocum 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate Friday, February 18, 1955; 
POSTMASTER 

Luther V. Taylor, Sr., to be postmaster at 
Belmont, Miss. 

II .... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1955 
The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. ··. 
Rev. Francis J. Blake, Holy ·Family 

Church, Nutley, N.J., offered the follow .. 
ing prayer: · · · · 

Let us pray. 
Almighty and eternal God, supreme 

and perfect Lawmaker, to know whom is 
to love, to serve whom is to rejgn, look 
graciously. upon these Thy servants,. the 
chosen representatives in their .Govern
ment of the people of the United States 
of America. Strike their memories, so 
that they may be ever grateful for Thy 
past blessings; illumine their intellects 
so that they may increasingly know Thy 
truth; strengthen their wills so that they 
may always seek Thy and Thy people's 
good. Grant that the silvered oratory 
of their deliberations may ever enjoy the 
golden sunshine of Thy blessing. Grant 
that these who govern Thy people may 
always be governed by Thee. Through 
Christ our Lord. Amen. · 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes .. 
terday was read and approved. 

MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION 
COMMISSION 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following letter of resignation, which 
was read by the Clerk: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., February 17, 1955.· 
Hon. SAM RAYBURN, 

Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Wash~ngton, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my res
ignation as a member of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission. 

Respectfully submitted. 
PRINCE H. PRESTON, 

Member of Congress, 
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The SPEAKER. Without objection. 

the resignation is accepted. 
There w~s no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of title 16, section 715a, United 
states Code, the Chair appoints as· a 
member of the Migratory Bird Conser
vation Commission to fill the existing 
vacancy thereon the gentleman from 
Missouri, M!· KARSTEN. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 30 minutes on Wednesday, February 
23, 1955, following the legislative pro
gram of the day and the conclusion of 
any special orders heretofore entered. 

CONSTRUCTION OF AERONAUTICAL 
. RESEARCH FACILITIES 

Mr. THORNBERRY; from the Com
mittee on Rules, reported the following 
privileged resolution <H. Res. 148), which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 2581) to promote the national de
fense by authorizing the construction of 
aeronautical research facilities and the ac
quisition of land by the National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics necessary to the 
effective prosecution of aeronautical research. 
After general debate, which shall be con
fined to the bill, and shall continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Armeq 
Services, the bill shall be read for amend
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 

TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1955 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 1) to ex
tend the authority of the President to 
enter into trade agreements under sec
tion 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 1. 
with Mr. BOLLING in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIElD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order for 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, on 
yesterday a colloquy ensued on the :floor 
in which my right to qualify and to vote 
on the pending legislation was ques
tioned. At that time I withdrew my re
quest for an opportunity to address the 
House under a question of personal 
privilege and I do not seek that at this 
time. I do believe, however, in the in
terest of keeping the REcORD straight, 
and in view of the fact that this colloquy 
appears on page 1684 of yesterday's REc
ORD, that I should make a simple state
ment· of the facts. 

I was seated in the righthand side of 
the Chamber between two of my col
leagues, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
PRICE] and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. SisK], when my name was 
called. Due to the confusion of our 
conversation, I failed to respond until 
the next name was called. Immedi
ately thereafter my colleagues from 
California [Mr. SHEPPARD and Mr. 
KING] called me from my seat and I 
stepped outside the door to confer with 
them on a matter concerning our 
delegation. I stepped back in and 
waited until the end of the rollcall when 
I appeared in the well and qualified. I 
have been informed that my action was 
taken in full accord with the rules of 
the House. I will say, in justice to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
BAILEY] that he immediately came to my 
side and apologized for his challenge, 
telling me that some of his own col
leagues from West Virginia had informed 
him that I was present. 

I bear no malice or ill will, because 
I consider the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. BAILEY] as one of my close 
friends of many years' standing, and it 
was simply a mistake. However, in view 
of the closeness of the vote, I felt the 
House deserved this explanation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from West Virginia is one of the hardest 
fighting Members of the House, and we 
all respect him. Of course, we know 
that in the heat of battle many things 
happen; we all do things that on mature 
refiection we would not do. But I · can 
testify to the fact that my friend the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HoLI
FIELD J was around here all day on the 
floor of the House. I had one confer
ence with the gentleman for at least 10 
minutes on a matter concerning our 
Committee on Government Operations. 
The gentleman was here all day. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I was here all day, 
and I thank the majority leader. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. PRICE. I can also testify to the 

fact that the gentleman from California 
was in the Chamber during the rollcall, 
because he was sitting beside me during 
most of the call. I remember his going 
down and talking to Mr. SHEPPARD, and 
I know that he was in the Chamber dur
ing the rollcall. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gen
tleman. AS· I said before, I bear no 
malice or ill will toward the gentleman 

from West Virginia because we know 
how earnestly he is involved in this bill 
and how earnestly he fights for the 
things he believes right. We all make 
mistakes at times; I make them myself. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. KING]. 

Mr. KING of California. Mr. Chair
man it will be my purpose to speak in 
favor of the enactment of H. R. 1, the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 
1955. It will also be my purpose to dis·
cuss with my colleagues here in the 
House a particular industry with respect 
to which I do not believe the trade agree
ments authority has been either proper- _ 
ly or wisely used. I refer to the Ameri
can tunafish industry. 

The bill, H. R. 1, which is before us 
today, was introduced by our distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the Honorable JERE 
CooPER, of Tennessee. It would extend 
the authority of the President to enter 
into trade agreements to June 30, 1958. 

I support H. R. 1 because I realize that 
our foreign economic policy is an in
tegral part of our overall foreign policy. 
To attempt to disassociate the one from 
the other would be most impractical. 
The President of the United States has 
stated, "If we fail in our trade policy, 
we may fail in all." During the com
mittee's public hearings held on H. R. 1, 
6 members of the Cabinet and the Di
rector of the Foreign Operations Ad
ministration appeared before the com
mittee and reiterated this theme as ex
pressed by the President. In expressing 
their endorsement of this measure, these 
officials from the executive branch of 
our Federal Government assured the 
committee that the trade agreements 
program would be administered in such 
a way as to give proper recognition to 
the well-being of our domestic economy 
and the best interests of American agri
culture, labor, and industry. 

I am impressed by the persuasion of 
the President of the United States and 
his Cabinet officers that this authority 
will be used to improve the prosperity 
of the United States and to strengthen 
the free world alliance against com
·munism. I respect their commitment 
that this expanded authority will be ad
ministered in such a way as to foster 
the interests of all segments of our 
economy. 

There can be no question that the 
United States is today the most potent 
economic force in the world. Whatever 
foreign -economic policy the United 
States may adopt will greatly influence 
the activities of other nations in this 
1·espect. However, it is essential that 
if a liberalized foreign economic policy 
on the part of the United States is to be 
a success we must see to it that the other 
nations of the free world similarly lib
eralize their trade programs. There are 
but two ways to combat communism 
throughout the world, either economi
cally, or by violence. 

Without referring to any specific data, 
a study of any statistics of American 
production, exports and imports clearly 
indicates America's essential need for 
foreign markets in which to sell our sur
plus production. To be paid in dollars 
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for .our exports we must be ready to pay 
dollars for our imports. With 4.3 mil
lion jobs attributable to work created by 
our export and import trade, it is obvious 
that the best interests of America lie in 
expanding rather than contracting the 
volume of trade we do with other na
tions. The United States now has trade 
agreements relations with 42 countries. 
The vast preponderance of the total vol
ume of our foreign trade is done with 
nati'ons with whom we have existing 
trade agreements. 

Thus, I support the continuation of 
the trade agreements program and the 
enactment of H. R. 1. In doing so, I 
would like to express my concern with 
the manner in which the peril-point and 
the escape-clause provisions of existing 
law have been administered. 

It was clearly the intent of Congress 
at the time these safeguards were 
adopted that they should be used to 
stave off the threat of injury or to cor
rect actual injury to our domestic in
dustries. In my opinion, proper con
sideration has not been given to the con
gressional intent in using the peril-point 
and escape-clause safeguards. I believe 
I can properly assure my colleagues in 
the House that the Committee on Ways 
and Means will take a very active inter
est in regard to these matters in the 
future. 

In my great State of California we 
have a tuna-fishing industry that is now 
struggling for its very survival because 
of the manner in which the trade agree
ments program has been conducted by 
the executive branch of our Government. 
There exists today widespread unem
ployment in the domestic tuna-fishing 
industry. Many small-business men with 
substantial investments in ships, which 
can be used only for fishing for tuna, 
find themselves confronted with oper
ating losses which jeopardize their in
vestments. I will not detail the present 
tariff status of tunafish but merely state 
that tariff reductions have been sub
stantially accomplished to the extent 
possible under the law and that certain 
categories of tunafish are on the free 
list. Some of the tariff concessions were 
made in negotiations with countries who 
were not even principal suppliers or everi 
substantial suppliers and then other 
more important sources of American im
ports took advantage of the most
favored-nation clause to swamp our 
markets. 

In the face of this tariff reduction the 
imports of fresh or frozen tuna have 
increased from 9.1 million pounds in 
1948 to an estimated 103.3 million pounds 
in the first 9 months of 1954. Imports 
of canned tuna have similarly increased. 
Because of these rising imports and the 
threatened destruction of our domestic 
tuna industry I i'ntroduced remedial leg
islation in the 82d Congress which passed 
the House of Representatives and which 
was reported favorably by the Senate 
Finance Committee. To my regret and 
to the detriment of our tuna-fishing in
dustry this legislation failed to pass in 
the Senate. 

In the 83d Congress I again introduced 
remedial legislation but no consideration 
was given to it during that time with 
the result that our domestic industry 

further deteriorated. With the conven
ing of the 84th Congress I introduced. 
H. R. 674 to again aid the tuna-fishing 
industry. · 

Mr. Chairman, it is my prediction 
that if the Trade Agreements Authority 
delegated to the President is not more 
wisely administered so as to properly 
safeguard the interests of our domestic 
industries, the Congress will find in<~reas
ingly numerous instances in which con"': 
gressional action will be necessary to 
prevent the destruction of American 
jobs and investment. The time has al
ready come when such congressional 
action is needed with respect to the 
American tuna-fishing industry. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. HERLONG]. 

Mr . . HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the House Committee on 
Ways and Means, it is · a pleasure for me 
to join with our distinguished chairman, 
the Honorable JERE CooPER, and my 
other colleagues on the committee in 
presenting to the House the bill H. _R. 1. 

The pleasure I derive from joining i~ 
the support of this important and far
sighted legislation stems from the fact 
that I am convinced the enactment of 
this measure will represent a substantial 
contribution to the prosperity of our 
American agriculture, industry, and la
bor, and at the same time strengthen 
America's foreign policy. 

During the co111rse of the committee's 
extensive public hearings and thorough 
executive sessions on H. R. 1 I have been 
interested in determining whether or not 
our efficient American industries might 
be hurt by this modest liberalization and 
extension of the trade agreement's au
thority of the President. I did not wish 
to support legislation tnat would cause 
damage to a segment of our economy or 
an important industry. 

To be frank, I was somewhat con
cerned about the .effect this legislation 
might have on the cotton textile indus
try which exists in the southeast region 
of our Nation. I want to se·e America's 
textile plants flourish. I want more 
manufacturing establishments and busi
nesses to come not only to the South but 
to arise in all the other areas of our 
country. 

Thus, in spite of the fact that foreign 
trade is a necessity for the industries of 
my own State and is essential to the 
South's tobacco farmers, cotton growers., 
and fertilizer producers, to cite only a 
few, I wanted to get the facts on what 
this legislation would do for all America. 
I wanted all the facts, so that I could 
assure myself that, if I supported H. R. 1, 
I had done what was best in the national 
interest, as well as what was best for the 
Southeast and for Florida. The facts 
were a revelation, and those facts are 
why I support H. R. 1. 

A lot of my southern friends were con
cerned about the effect of this bill on 
textiles. They had been hearing from 
people in the cotton textile industries 
with all manner of complaints about 
what this bill would do to them. 

I found that, although spokesmen for 
the cotton textile industry had been ap
pearing in opposition to the Trade 
Agreements Act · since before -World 

War II to claim that the industry would 
be ruined if the program continued, pro
duction of cotton cloth was actually 
higher in 1954 than in 1939. Production 
was higher by more than a billion square 
yards. I found tha·t, though · these 
spokesmen told of how the program 
would force our wage levels down to that· 
of oriep.tal countries, the witness of the 
American Cotton Manufacturers Insti
tute stated that the "cotton textile in
dustry is proud of the fact that over the 
last 20 years it has succeeded in raising 
the average wage rate paid its employees 
by roughly 500 percent." That 20 years, 
by the way, is the 20 years in which the 
reciprocal trade ag~eement program has 
been in operation. 

I found that, although all the ills of 
the cotton textile industry were attrib
uted by these witnesses to imports, ac
tually we only brought in about one-half 
of 1 percent of our domestic production 
last year. 

I found also that our cotton textile in
dustry has an important stake in the 
export market. 'I'he United States ex
ported to foreign markets over 6 percent 
of our entire production of cotton cloth 
in 1954. Now, you cannot have your 
cake and eat it, too. To anyone who in
vestigated the facts, it is apparent that 
our textile industry's best interests lie in 
insuring that we maintain and ·expand 
our export markets without too · much 
concern over insignificant imports which 
were only one-tenth of our exports. 

In the absence of outright dollar 
grants there is no way that the Nations 
of the free world can buy our exports un
less we are willing to import. Because 
of our dominance in world economic af
fairs, it is a safe assumption to make 
that United States policies in fields con
nected with tariff are of key importance 
both to the American and the foreign 
public. The pattern of trade policy that 
the United States adopts will certainly 
be carefully observed and probably emu
lated by our allies in the free world. 
Therefore, it is almost certain that the 
adoption of a stringent and unduly pro
tective foreign economic policy on the 
part of the United States would result in 
increased trade barriers to our American 
exports. 

How would the cotton textile industry 
fare if we stopped all imports but in the 
process lost our export markets? That 
additional 6 percent of production 
thrown on our domestic market if they 
could not export it would have an infi
nitely greater impact on the industry 
than imports of one-half of 1 percent 
could conceivably have. 

I am concerned that our cotton tex
tile manufacturers have apparently let 
the protectionist advocates in their in
dustry appear as their spokesmen. I am 
worried that this attitude toward inter.
national trade will help the protectionist 
elements in Cuba, Venezuela, and Can
ada get barriers imposed on our exports 
of cotton textiles to these, our main for
eign markets. 

The Canadian Minister, C. D. Howe, 
recently stated that an industry can not 
pursue two self -contradictory goals
unrestricted access to the markets of 
others, combined with freedom to keep 
out imports. I hope the statesmen in 
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our cotton textile industry will assert these compe:lling reasons I urge the en .. 
their leadership and protect the true in- actment of H. R. 1. 
terests of their industry. Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-

My investigation also showed that de- man, I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman 
spite efforts to attribute the 22-percent from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 
drop in employment between 1951 and Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
1954 in the textile mills to import com- really happy for this chance to say a few 
petition, production of cotton textiles words today because of what transpired 
was 200 million square yards greater in here yesterday. The show put on here 
1953 than in 1951. The drop in employ- yesterday was the finest manifestation 
ment was not due to imports. It was of political freedom I have ever seen. 
due to technological progress in the in- Men on both sides of the aisle listened 
dustry itself. to the voice of conscience and also to the 

I also found statements from the in- voice of their constituencies. I hope they 
dustry that the peril-point and escape- will do the same thing today. I hope we 
clause provisions have not been effective will stick together, because we, working 
in protecting the industry. How they together, have a chance to do yet what 
know that is beyond me. In the first the people want us to do. 
place, the peril-point findings of the How can we do that? We can do that 
Tariff Commission have never been by voting for the motion to recommit. 
breached by any President in the admin- I think that motion to recommit which is 
istration of the Trade Agreements Act. difficult to draw will probably answer the 
In the second place, the cotton textile wishes of every constituency everywhere 
industry has never petitioned for an in the country. At any rate, that is the 
escape-clause investigation. last chance we have to do justice to our 

If I were not convinced that H. R. 1 constituents and to our great country. 
provides all reasonable assurance of ade- I shall vote for the motion to recommit 
quate protection to the cotton-textile and if we lose I shall vote against the bill. 
industry, as well as to other efficient If we do not win this afternoon, we have 
American industries, I would not support to go down before this on-rush of one
it. Secretary of State Dulles, Secretary· worldism. For myself, I do not want to 
of Commerce Weeks, and Secretary of be part of any one world program. The 
the Treasury Humphrey all assured the only one world that I will approve is the 
Ways and Means Committee that the one that will come with the millennium 
interests of American industry, as well as I repeat that yesterday we made a fine 
.of labor- and.agiiculture, would be care- ,showing, and I hope that the same forces 
fully taken into account in any tariff that manifested themselves yesterday 
negotiations. against political leadership and against 

The program outlined in H. R. 1 is, as congressional leadership and so forth; 
indicated by the Secretary of Defense, and who came to the front so magnifi
important to our national security. It cently, can stay together today. · It is 
is also a program to protect the interests .unfortunate that in a matter like this in· 
of American workers and producers. which so many people are interested that 

The bill before the House avoids any we have to have some politics. I would 
precipitous changes which would disrupt prefer, if we could divorce ourselves from 
our economy. Only a 5-percent-a-year that, if possible, because the people back 
reduction is permitted. The peril-point home who need this help and who do 
and escape-clause provisions remain un- not know everything about congressional 
impaired. The Committee on Ways and politics should not be deceived. I know 
Means has stated in its report that care- the 200 or 300 or maybe 500 miners in 
ful attention will be given to the admin- my district who have not worked for a 
istration of the escape clause. Every long time are not going to take any ex
opportunity is given interested persons cuse that it is political-they want to 
and organizations to present their points know where their bread and butter is 
of view for the guidance of the President. coming from and they would like to have 
Furthermore, any reductions in tariff a job and do an honest day's work like 
rates must be done gradually over a 3- they have always done. I say, again, 
year period. This will provide an ade- today is our chance to deliver to them 
quate period to permit adjustments to what they are entitled to have. 
be made, if any are required. · · With reference to this matter of re-

In conclusion, I want to point out that ciprocal trade agreements-that has 
a most important part of our leadership been before us on many occasions. It 
in the free world's efforts to deter Soviet has been before us entirely too long. 
aggression is to provide an economic We had a chalice last year to dispose of 
foundation for a strong mutual defense. it, and we had what I thought was a fair 
We m.ust find a way to increase strength bill which had been reported out by the 
and security to counter both the Com- Committee on Ways and Means. I 
munist threats of aggression and the mean it was fair from the standpoint of 
Communist efforts to foster disunity effort on our part and from a literary 
among the free world nations. This point of view and so forth. I do not 
problem· is more important today than know that I was so enthusiastically for 
it has ever been. it all, but anyhow, we had a pretty fair 

The President of the United States has bill. But, somehow 'or other, they di
warned, "If we fail in our trade policy. vided that bill-they split that bill into 
we may fail in all." To my many Repub- two parts and pressed both parts on .for 
lican friends on the left side of the aisle, a vote in the House. We came on first 
I would say that our President is also with that part which I called a joke. It 
the political leader of at least 50 percent was not a substantial part of the bill. 
of· your party. In this matter of such What did it provide? It provided for 
great national importance he · deserves the appointment of a commission. That 
the support ·of all of .us here today. For commission later became the Randall 

Commission. I said on the floor of the · 
House at that time, when we went off on 
that tangent, that we were making a 
mistake and that I would not be in favor 
of that, and I was not in favor of it. I 
stated further, on this floor at that time, 
that the chances were, if a commission 
were appointed, because of my seniority, 
I would be appointed to the commission. 
I served notice at that time that I would 
not serve on any such commission be
cause we did not need it. I did not 
know then what I know now or else I 
would have spoken even more vigorously 
than I did at that time. I thought that 
this group down here in Washington, 
which are supposed to work on these 
tariff matters . and peril-point problems 
·and on our tariff schedules and things 
like that, would not be more than a group 
of 25 or 30 people. The Committee on 
Ways and Means functions with less 
than that number as well as all these 
other big committees in the House and 
Senate. They function with less than 
that number. I was terribly surprised 
the other day when I asked how many 
of them there were on the payroll. How 
many do you think there were? About 
350 of them. Three hundred and fifty 
of ·them working down there. Then, in 
spite of all this, they appointed a com
mission of I do not know how many to go 
around the world at $75 a day and their 
expenses, and what · do you think they 
·did. I · think' that the first thing they 
did was to name themselves the Randall 
Commission. I wish you would listen 
to me now. Do you know who this man 
Randall is? I have never seen him. I 
do not know him. He probably is a nice 
mari. He never came before our com
mittee. He is the man who is suppo~ed 
to have written this bill. Why do you 
suppose he never came to see the Ways 
ande Means Committee? 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

M.r. JENKINS. I am glad to yield to 
the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. CHURCH. I am sorry to inter
rupt the gentleman. I know he is most 
firm in his convictions, many of which 
I share. But, I would like to say that Mr. 
Clarence . Randall, the president of In
land Steel, is one of the most honored 
civic-minded people in my district, a 
gentleman of high repute, and a man 
whose love for his country is second to 
none. I assure the gentleman that his 
efforts on the Randall Commission, on 
which he did a magnificent piece of work, 
·whether we agree with the results or·not, 
were in an utterly sincere attempt to help 
•his country. 

Mr. JENKINS. I am very glad that 
the gentlewoman has pointed that out, 
but I want to stay on this subject. That 
probably is all true and I do not doubt it 
at all, but we are now passing important 
legislation and we needed somebody to 
come before the committee to tell us 
what he meant by this bill which every
body · said had been prepared by him. 
But when he did not come-do you know 
we asked a man over there who appar
ently was a close associate of Mr. Randall 
and who was from the commission, to 
see Mr. Randall and invite him to come 
to see·us. This man came back andre
ported. What did he say? He said, 
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"Randall said the President would not let 
him come." Now then, gentlemen, let us 
think about that. Our great President, 
I do not think that he said that. Any. 
bow between them, whoever said that, or 
whatever happened, we never got a 
chance to see Mr. Randall. We never 
got a chance to ask him any questions. 
Just think of that. And that is not 
right. If he was so capable as to name 
a commission after him he should be 
anxious to show his appreciation. At 
any rate we ought to do things right. 
Until they are done right, they are 
wrong as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 

have any rough figures on the amount of 
steel that is imported into this coun
try from foreign countries, and what is 
the tariff on steel? 

Mr. JENKINS. I do not have the 
exact figures. However, except for a 
few specialty items, imports of steel are 
negligible as compared to domestic pro
duction. I believe that the tariff ranges 
from 10 to 15 percent. 

Now, there is one thing I have heard 
so often that I am really getting tired of 
it. They say "trade and not aid." Trade 
and not aid. If you could work that 
thing that would be all right. How are 
we going to work it when we have al
ready given away millions and millions 
of dollars. We have given about all we 
have got to spare. I just returned from 
a trip around the world. Whenever you 
talk about aid that these foreign people 
need, when you talk about aid down in 
Calcutta for instance where I dare say 
that a thousand poor deserving women 
sleep on the pavements every night with 
their little babies nestled to their breasts, 
when you give aid to people all ove~ the 
world who need it you have taken about 
all we have got· and a whole lot more 
than we can spare. It just cannot be 
done . . 

You can get some people everywhere 
who will say that we ought to do this or 
we ought to do that. We ought to do 
whatever is right under all the circum
stances. Where do I get my impression 
as to what is right, now? We are deal· 
ing with business people. We are not 
dealing with a lot of theorists. There 
was a man from Cincinnati who came 
before us, a fine gentleman, Mr. Taft, one 
of the finest people in the country. He 
has been coming before us year after 
year and he represents some organiza
tion. I do not know who it is exactly, 
but no doubt he represents some fine peo
ple. He comes from Cincinnati. He tes
tified before the Ways and Means Com
mittee for about 5 or 6 hours but I don't 
remember that he made any reference 
to any Cincinnati people as being among 
the list whom he represents. When I 
am talking about a business matter, I 
like to know what businessmen think 
about the matter. I have a report from 
the Chamber of Commerce in Cincin· 
nati about this important matter. Here 
is what they say. They say, "We do not 
propose any attitude but one of friendly 
cooperation, with encouragement to 
other countries, but we believe the fu· 
ture prosperity of all can best be obtained 

by retaining a strong position for our
selves." They indicated ·strongly that 
they were opposed to H. R. 1. 

That is what they say in Cincinnati. 
Who are they? There are about 25 or 
30 officials of the Chamber of Commerce. 
Among them are the chief officials 
of some very large industries of Cincin
nati. Also there are a number of the 
leading bankers of the city and anum
ber of very big businessmen. In that 
list is the name of Mr. Charles Sawyer. 
That would be interesting to some of 
you Democrats. He is one of the finest 
men in the country in spite of the fact 
that he is a Democrat. He is a fine gen
tleman. That is the only thing wrong 
with him that I know of. 

Now let us go a little further. Let 
us talk about some of these things. The 
gentleman from Florida said that no
body in his State was very much op
posed to this measure. Mr. Chairman, 
it was pathetic that day after day, fine 
big-business men came before the Ways 
and Means Committee and testified pos
itively against this bill. If you do not 
believe that, you just take this book of 
testimony and read it over. They came 
from every part of the country, from 
every place, and from every community 
they came. I was impressed with a man 
who came here from way down in Texas. 
He was a great wool producer. He al
most made tears come to my eyes. I 
·used to raise a few sheep myself, but 
be was a great raiser of sheep. You 
folks who need wool and woolen gar· 
ments, you folks in the textile indus
try should read his testimony. That 
was testimony from a man direct from 
the field, a great producer of wool. 
His testimony was the same as all the 
sheepgrowers in the country. You 
surely are not going to turn them down. 
You cannot afford to do that, in order 
to do a little trade before aid. 

Now let us talk about pottery. That 
is produced in great quantities in our 
section of the country. We have some 
of the finest pottery-producing plants in 
the world in my district. Eighty-six 
percent of all the dinnerwear purchased 
in the United States in 1953 came from 
some foreign country. Now think of 
that. All of these fine pottery producers 
in my country are faced with idleness. 
Some of them already are idle. I wish 
you would read the testimony of Mr. 
Joe Wells, of Newell, W. Va., who rep· 
resents the United States Pottery Asso· 
ciation of East Palestine, Ohio. He is 
to me the best authority on pottery in 
the whole country. He has appeared 
before our committee many times. I 
shall not worry you with many figures 
which I can supply easily. I shall only 
say that Mr. Wells said: 

Something like 86 percent of the present 
consumption of china. tableware in the 
United States is imported. 

He further says: 
We--

Meaning the pottery business-
have been steadily going down for years. 

Men are going to be without work be
cause our people are buying the pottery 
made in Japan, where people work for 
6, 8, and 10 cents an hour, while in our 

potteries our men get $1.20 an hour. 
That is an old story, and I will not bother 
you with a lot of statistics like that. But 
figures count and so do the voices of my 
people back home. I hear the voice of 
my people, and I see them when I go 
home. I . want to be able to go back 
home and tell them I have done the best 
I could for them and for my country. 
But we are not going to do the best we 
can for our country if we listen to the 
voice of aid and not trade; we had better 
aid ourselves first and then talk about 
aiding somebody else. 

Let us get down now to glassware. We 
have, I think, in our district probably 
the finest glass plant in the United 
States--! am not sure about that-but 
it is a magnificent plant, located at 
Lancaster, Ohio. I am going to quote 
the word of one of the leading men in 
the world on facts relating to the glass 
business. He is the president of that 
plant himself, a fine, magnificent gentle
man. His name is William Fisher. I 
will not read you all the letter. He says: 

We have from time to time indicated to 
you that we do not believe foreign manufac
turers who pay their employees one-tenth or 
one-third of our wage rate should be given 

- the special advantage this legislation would 
permit. 

There is Mr. William Fisher, and he 
speaks for one of the finest glass factories 
in the United States. He has probably 
2,000 men working in his plant and in 
his employment. This information came 
from him. I did not write to him, but 
he wrote to me and gave me very con
vincing figures. 

I do not know much about textiles; 
but I know we had a great many people 
come in and talk about textiles, espe
cially from the South-from the section 
of the country where Judge DAVIS comes 
from. We had some of the most lucid 
and the most convincing testimony about 
textiles: r do not see how many of the 
Members from the South can be for this 
legislation. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the distin· 
guished gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I want to 
thank the gentleman for what he is 
saying and to tell him that I concur in 
his remarks. 

Mr. JENKINS. I am glad to have the 
concurrence of the gentleman, because 
everybody knows there is no finer man 
in the whole Congress than our distin
guished friend, Judge DAviS, who has 
shown his high character on so many 
occasions here in our deliberations. 

Now I want to talk for just a minute 
about oil and coal. We produce a· lot of 
coal in my district and the surrounding 
area. I know there are a lot of fellows 
who think that the coal miner is someone 
kind of beneath somebody else. I was 
raised around the coal mines and used to 
work in the coal mines, so I know a little 
more about it than most of you. I want 
to tell you not to underestimate the coal 
miner. I will give you the story of one 
coal miner I knew who back in the old 
days worked a 10-hour day for a dollar 
a day. He raised his children, a large 
number of them, until 7 or 8 got to be 
schoolteachers and 2 or 3 got to be 
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lawyers. Some of them are fine busi~ 
nessmen. I tell you when you under
estimate the coal miner you are just fool
ing yourself, because he is just as good 
a citizen as we have in this country. 

Let me tell you a little also about the 
mineowner, about the man who owns the 
mine. I daresay that three-quarters or 
even nine-tenths of the Members of this 
Congress have never been inside of a coal 
mine. Many of these coal mines might 
cost as much as a million dollars. The 
owner has his works in there and his 
machinery in there; he has built houses 
for his people near his mines. He has 
made many plans and spent much 
money; and here comes somebody along 
and drops a lot of oil over here in the 
eastern coast, oil that comes from 
Venezuela, heavy residual oil that is 
dumped here for practically nothing. 
What has it done to the coal mines in 
West Virginia, in Ohio, in Pennsylvania, 
and other places· where there are coal 
mines? It has practically ruined them. 
It is almost a shame that the Govern~ 
ment has not taken notice of this long 
ago. 

I say to you again, Mr. Chairman, you 
cannot dismiss this question by saying, 
"Trade, not aid." You cannot dismiss 
our people by telling them that kind of 
a story. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. 1 yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr." KEL:LEY of Pennsylvania. It is 
strange to hear the arguments made by 
the proponents of the oil industry in 
reference to the damage done the coal 
industry. They try to point out that 
the coal industry has not been injured. 
I wonder what they think is being done 
with the residual oil that is being brought 
into the United States? They bring it 
in to seek a market and the only market 
they can get is that which displaces coal. 
They certainly do not bring it in to sel1 
as food. The only thing it is used for~ 
to displace coal. 

Mr. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say one thing 
that has not been mentioned . here today 
or yesterday, either. The Committee on 
Ways and Means is not altogether an 
unwise committee. Sometimes our mem
bers are criticized. But do you not know 
that those members of the Ways and 
Means Committee who believe in this bill, 
H. R. 1, have convinced me of one thing. 
Here it is-they are scared to pass this 
legislation. They know H. R. 1 will not 
work. Why ·do I say that? Because one 
member of our committee has introduced 
a bill to provide that in all of these sec
tions where there is going to be a lot of 
unemployment, in all those sections, the 
Government_is going t.o come.in and take 
those people away and teach them some 
new trade, or some other foolish notion 
like that. What do you think about 
.that? That has been the most revolting 
idea that has come to me since I have 
been a Member of Congress all these 
years. They say they are going to send 
people in to take your people away. Do 
not send them into my section of the 
country because my coal miners will not 

go away. I serve notice that we are 
going to stay where our families are, 
where the fathers and mothers are 
buried. We live in America. We do not 
agree to anything like that. Just think 
about that. · They have prepared that 
kind of a law. They are going to come in 
and take all of our people. They will 
try to come in and take your textile peo~ 
ple, they may come in and take some 
of your farmers. They had better not 
come into our section because we are not 
going to go. We are going to stay where 
God put us and we are going to stay 
where we have a right to stay. 

This is yet America. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

10 minutes to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. FoRAND]. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the enactment of the bill, 
H. R. 1, introduced by my friend and be~ 
loved chairman, the Honorable JERE 
COOPER. 

I cannot support any measure which, 
in my opinion, will strike at the jobs 
and payrolls of the people from my great 
section of the United States, I refer to 
New England, and particularly my home 
State of Rhode Island. In my sincere 
and considered opinion that is what is 
at stake in the legislation that is before 
us today. In New England we are very 
much concerned over what consequences 
will flow to our textile, lace, jewelry, and 
rubber footwear industries if H. R. 1 is 
enacted. 

In the past I have supported trade 
agreements program legislation every 
time it came before the House for con~ 
sideration, and the record shows that in 
supporting such legislation, I have al
ways maintained and insisted that in: 
administering the program, the Execu~ 
tive should take appropriate steps to in
sure that he does not trade away an 
industry essential to our national welfare 
and security. I have always insisted 
that proper recognitiort be given to the 
line of distinction that exists between 
competition under free enterprise and 
destruction resulting from excessive im~ 
ports of goods produced by sweat shop 
labor. 

I· was instrumental in having the es
cape-clause provision written into the 
law, at the time the Congress was writ
ing the Trade Agreements Extension 
Act of 1951 and long before that to see 
that an escape clause was written into 
every agreement that was made. As a 
result, I am somewhat familiar with the 
congressional intent associated with the 
escape-clause provision of present law. · 

The intent of Congress was that the 
escape clause would be invoked by the 
President when it was shown that under 
an existing agreement imports of a par
ticular article were of such quantity as 
-to seriously injure or threatened to in~ 
jure ·an industry. 

The record of the Tariff Commission 
shows that the 59 applications made by 
industry for invocation of the escape 
clause were disposed of as follows: Pend~ 
ing 3, dismissed at applicant's request 3, 
terminated unanimously, without formal 
findings 2, dismissed after preliminary 
'inquiry 8, Commission voting 3 to 3 on 3 
cases, Commission split on 3 other cases, 
5 to 1, 4 to 2, and 4 to 2. 

The Commission decided againt es~ 
cape action and made no report to the 
President in 22 cases, Commission de
cided in favor of escape action and sent 
a report to the President in 12 cases, and 
in 3 other cases, when the Commission 
voted 3 to 3 a report was sent to the 
President. 

Out of 59 applications for relief under 
the escape clause filed with the Tariff 
Commission, 15 reports were sent to the 
President. In only 5 cases was the es~ 
cape clause invoked, the President re~ 
fusing to act on the other 10. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that I 
am very much disturbed over the way in 
which this intended safeguard to domes~ 
tic industry has been administered 
since its enactment. 

At the time Secretary Dulles came be~ 
fore our committee in the recently com~ 
pleted public hearings on H. R. 1, I dis~ 
cussed with him the matter of the ad~ 
ministration of the escape clause. In 
response to a question from me, Mr. 
Dulles indicated that the escape clause 
has had a psychological value in that it 
tends to cause foreign countries to cut 
down exports to the United States. 

I will state categorically that the es~ 
cape clause was not written into the 
law by the Congress of the United States 
for any psychological value it may have 
on foreign exporters but was instead in
cluded in the law to afford a safeguard 
and a measure of protection to our do~ 
mestic industries. 

Is it any wonder then that past ex~ 
perience prompts the question: "Who is 
to take the rap as a result of the new 
tariff powers given the President under 
the provisions of H. R. 1 ?'' 

The textile industry, including lace 
and narrow fabrics, is greatly con~ 
cerned, and justly so, because textiles 
seem to be the principal item consid~ 
ered every time that a new agreement 
is considered. Tariff rates on textiles 
have been reduced to a point where any 
further reduction may well spell the 
doom of that industry. 

This .is very serious, particularly to 
my home State of Rhode Island where 
t'extiles furnished more than half of the 
job opportunities in the State a few 
years ago and today we find that this 
has been cut to about one-third, result~ 
ing in serious unemployment. Since 
1951 the textile industry in New England 
has suffered substantial losses in pro
duction despite the fact that in the same 
period-from 1951 through 1954-all in
dustrial production rose by 10 percent 
in the United States. The downward 
trend in the textile industry resulted in 
a reduction of 268,000, or 20 percent in 
the number of jobs in the textile indus~ 
try. This loss in job opportunities in 
_textiles is especially serious when it is 
considered that they have been heavily 
concentrated in relatively few commu
nities. In 1950, 20 percent of all jobs 
in Rhode. Island were in textiles. And 
let me point out to my colleagues that 
this loss of jobs is not limited solely to 
the New Enghind area. In the 1951-54 
period total textile jobs in the South 
declined by 41,000, or 7 percent. 

An area or community stranded by the 
loss of one of its principal industries, 
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such as textiles, finds it extremely dif
:ficult to attract other industries. In . 
New England the textile industry is still 
the largest manufacturing employer with 
170,000 jobs. In each of the States in 
the area it is an important economic 
factor. It is virtually axiomatic that 
one textile job lost and not replaced 
means a loss to the community of twice 
the textile-wages cutoff. Many other 
New England industries such as truck
ing, railroads, textile machinery, utili
ties, and the innumerable suppliers of 
goods and services, are dependent upon 
the well-being of the textile industry for 
their existence. 

The enactment of H. R. 1 could give to 
the Japanese textile industry the power 
to destroy our domestic industry. The 
cost of producing various cotton fabrics 
in the United States exceeds the cost of 
producing the same fabrics in Japan by 
43 to 70 percent and permits the Japa
nese textile industry to undersell Ameri
can manufacturers in the American 
market even under the present tariff 
rates. I would direct my colleagues' at
tention to page 1646 of the printed hear
ings on H. R. 1 and refer them to the 
table comparing production costs in the 
United States and Japan. 

Under present tariff conditions Amer
ica's textile industry has already sus
tained serious reductions in employ
ment, production, and markets. Any 
further tariff reductions that may be 
made under existing authority or under 
the authority which would be granted 
by H. R. 1, will surely represent the trad
ing away of our American textile indus
try. The fact that our textile industry 
has been prosperous in the past cannot 
be construed to indicate further tariff 
cuts are in order. The pattern of im
ports in the past, during the abnormal 
postwar period, is not as significant as 
the trend of more recent years where we 
find United States imports of cotton tex
tiles from Japan increasing from a level 
of 30.6 million square yards in 1953 to 
50.3 million square yards in 1954. 

A segment of the textile industry is 
the American lace industry comprised of 
some 80 manufacturing plants located 
in 9 States. The principal part of the 
industry is concentrated in my State of 
Rhode Island. I say to you, my col
leagues, that I speak from personal 
knowledge when I say that in many of 
the communities in which these plants 
are located, the textile and lace factories 
provide the principal payrolls in those 
communities. Those payrolls provide 
American homes, schools, and taxes. 

Principal foreign competition for our 
American lace industry comes from 
France. It is estimated that the Ameri
can wages are approximately eight times 
those paid by the French in the lace in
dustry. The American lace industry 
holds no significant technological ad
vantage in efficiency or equipment. The 
decisive factor in the ability of foreign 
competitors to undersell domestic pro
ducers is the wide disparity in wages. 
It is therefore apparent that reductions 
of tariffs in this area will surely consti
tute the destruction of a small but great 
American industry. 

I invite your attention to another in
dustry whose very existence would be 
threatened by the enactment of H. R. 1. 
I refer to the low- and medium-priced 
jewelry industry. Nearly 75 percent of 
this industry is found within 20 miles 
of Providence. It is the second ranking 
industrial employer in the State of 
Rhode Island. Approximately one-third 
of the people of Providence depend solely 
upon this industry for their livelihood 
as do entire communities in southeastern 
Massachusetts. 

It is a characteristic of the industry 
that it has a high labor cost factor. It 
is an industry in which American tech
nology cannot be converted into produc
tion efficiency. Wages in this industry 
range from 40 to 60 percent of manu
facturing cost. Principal import com
petition comes from Japan and Ger
many. Prewar imports of $1.5 million a 
year have increased in the postwar pe
riod so that imports in 1953 amounted 
to nearly $15 million. 

This rise in imports matches, in tim
ing and proportion, the rejuvenation of 
the Japanese and German jewelry in
dustries. Price comparison between the 
foreign and domestic producers readily 
explain this import increase. Japanese 
products are often landed, with duty 
paid, at 25 to 40 percent of the price 
of a similar domestic product. Imports 
from Germany are sold at 50 to 60 per
cent of domestic price. 

A comparative study of the wages of 
our principal foreign competitors readily 
provides the basis for this extreme price 
differential. American jewelry produc
tion worker3 average about $1.47 an 
hour, German workers about 32 cents an 
hour, and Japanese shop workers about 
12 cents per hour. In view of these fig
ures, it is apparent that further tariff 
concessions in the area of low- and 
medium-priced jewelry will result in the 
elimination of another American in
dustry. 

Mr. Chairman, there can be no dis
agreement that the passage of H. R. 1 
will inevitably increase imports, with the 
heaviest burden falling on those indus
tries already struggling to survive. I 
submit to you that this is not the time . 
to authorize further tariff reductions. 
We have not had adequate opportunity 
under normal competitive conditions to 
study the consequences of the tariff con
cessions that have already been granted. 
It is essential that we have a consider
able period of time in which to determine 
whether our present tariffs, under con
ditions which might be termed "com
petitively normal," are too high or too 
low to afford an appropriate measure of 
protection to our American standard of 
living. I am also concerned that safe
guards are not written into the bill which 
will assure that tariff concessions will be 
granted on a seiective basis with proper 
recognition given to the objective that 
we do not trade a way any American in
dustry. Our American standard of liv
ing is part of our American heritage and 
must be guarded as zealously as the other 
American virtues. 

Mr. Chairman, the views I expressed 
here today are widely shared by the peo-

ple I have the honor to represent in this 
Chamber and in the testimony of that 
statement here follows a letter I wrote 
to the Randall Commission over a year 
ago. I sent similar letters to the Secre
tary of State and to the Tariff Commis
sion. I also offer a letter I addressed to 
the President of the United States. 

Also, I offer for the RECORD a resolu
tion adopted by the General Assembly of 
the State of Rhode Island; a resolution 
adopted by the city council of the city 
of Woonsocket; an article appearing in 
the Pawtucket Times of December 17, 
1954; an editorial appearing in the Paw
tucket Times of February 1, 1955; an 
article by John C. Quinn appearing in 
a recent issue of the Providence Journal; 
and a resolution of the General Assembly 
of the State of Rhode Island approved 
by the Governor on February 11, 1955: 

JANUARY 8, 1954, 
CLARENCE B. RAKDALL, 

Chairman, Commission on Foreign 
Economic Policy, Education and 
Welfare Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: The administration's slogan of 
"Trade not aid," plus recent newspaper re
ports that the Randall Commission looks 
with favor upon the idea of further reducing 
tariffs is causing a great deal of uneasiness 
and worry to many workers in my home 
State of Rhode Island, where unemployment 
is mounting every day, through the reduc
tion of working hours in some plants, the 
laying off of a part of the work force in 
others, and even the outright closing down 
of still other plants where the companies go 
out of business. 

Several reasons are given for this change, 
which is having a dire effect upon our econ
omy, and in practically every case the ad
verse effect of the tariff on our industries 
is given as the major factor. This applies 
to textiles, rubber footwear, and laces. 

The lace industry is a small industry. It 
employs only a few thousand people, and 
apparently is looked upon by some as the 
type of industry that can be sacrificed on 
the altar of "Trade not aid," in an effort to 
help bolster the economy of friendly foreign 
countries. 

I cannot accept that philosophy and re
spectfully urge your Commission to reject it. 

Many so-called small industries are lo
cated in Rhode Island. They mean much 
to us and must not be sacrificed. Instead, 
they should be encouraged and given pro
tection. 

The Lever lace industry, which comprises 
some 80 mills, has 53 of these mills in Rhode 
Island and furnish employment to nearly 
10,000 workers. 

The low wages paid foreign workers, as 
c<;>mpared to the wages paid for comparable 
work in the United States, is so out of pro
portion that unless proper tariff protection 
is provided our plants may have to close and 
our workers forced to join the rankS of the 
unemployed. 

The argument that workers displaced in 
. this manner could be retrained and the 
manufacturers given financial assistance in 
a changeover to other lines is not a sound 
one in my opinion. This presents several 
questions. 

The first question is: What wages would 
be paid to the trainees? I am sure it would 
be far below what these experienced lace 
workers are now earning. The second ques
tion is: What would happen to the aged 
and other workers who would not be amena
ble to retraining? .How many of them _would 
be forced to go on relief? The problem this 
would present is a most serious one, not only 
of economics, but also of morale, and should 
receive most serious consideration .. 
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. The cost of the readjustment of these 

people, plus whatever financial aid might be 
given to the manufacturers could well ex
ceed the amount of aid now given foreign 
countries. 

In the name, and on behalf of these work· 
ers in the lace, rubberwear, and textile in· 
dustries, I strongly urge your Commission 
to give these workers most serious consid
eration before you recommend any reduc
tion in existing tariffs on these items. 

Sincerely yours, 
AIME J. FoRAND, 

MembeT of Congress. 

P. S.-For your information, I am en
closing several samples of the hundreds of 
letters I have received on the subject from 
lace workers in my district. 

FEBRUARY 4, 1955. 
The Honorable DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER, 

President of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: May I add my 
voice to those of several others who have 
already communicated with you relative to 
the .possible further reduction in tariffs on 
textiles, both under the provisions of the b111 
H. R. 1, which is now under consideration 
by the House Committee on Ways and Means, 
and also in the pending treaty negotiations 
going on between the Government of the 
United States and the Government of Japan. 

I am sure you are aware of the fact that 
the textile industry is one of the largest in
dustries of this country and that its welfare 
is essential to the health of our economy, as 
well as to our national defense. 

Textiles, i:':lcluding lace, constitutes the 
majority of the basic economy of our State 
of Rhode Island and, like other areas in New 
England, the Middle Atlantic States, and the 
South, where the textile industry is the chief 
industry, it is looked upon as the lifeblood 
of those communities. The industry has been 
depressed now for quite a long time and I am 
informed that in New England some 117,000 
textile jobs have been lost, while in the Mid
dle Atlantic States' the figure is in excess of 
25,000, while the figure for the South is 
around 52,000. All ~his in the space of about 
2 years. 

I realize that the vast majority of the 
people believe in reciprocal trade, but I feel 
that this program should not be carried on at 
the expense of a few industries, especially 
those like textiles, jewelry, lace, and rubber 
footwear, upon which the tariff rates have 
been constantly reduced. There is a point 
beyond which we should not go and I feel 
that that 'point has been reached, and it is 
for that reason that I join with others in 
requesting the..t you recommend to the Con
gress that the textile industry be excluded 
from the provisions of H. R. 1 and also from 
the negotiation with the Government of 
Japan. 

With assurances of my highest esteem, I am 
Very respectfully yours, 

AIME J. FoRAND, 
Member of CongTess. 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 
AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS, 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Providence, January 19, 1955. 

Hon. AIME J. FORAND, 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE FORAND:' I am direct

ed by the general .. assembly to transmit to 
you the enclosed certified copy of House 
Resolution 514, introduced by Representative 
Samuel Azzinaro, entitled "Resolution urg
ing the President of the United States, the 
Congress of the United States, the Secretary 
of State o! the United States, and the Tariff 
Commission to enact and maintain tariff 
rates on textiles, including lace, jewelry, and 

rubber goods Imports," passed by the gen
eral assembly at the January session, A. D. 
1955, and approved by the Governor on the 
14th day of January 1955. 

Very truly yours, 
ARMAND H. COTE, 

Secretary of State. 

"H. 514 
"Resolution urging the President of the 

United States, the Congress of the United 
States, the Secretary of State of the United 
States, and the Tariff Commission to en
act and maintain tariff rates on textiles, 
including lace, jewelry, and rubber goods 
imports 
"Whereas textile, jewelry, and rubber goods 

manufacturing are three of Rhode Island's 
major industries, employing over 54 percent 
of Rhode Island's manufacturing workers; 
and 

"Whereas manufacturing is the founda
tion of the Rhode Island economy whereby 
over one-half of the entire State's popula
tion is directly or indirectly dependent upon 
such industries; and 

"Whereas in all of these industries labor 
and labor costs are vital faCtors representing 
about 60 percent of the value of the manu
factured product; and 

"Whereas such products can be and are 
manufactured today in many parts of the 
world, often with the aid of the latest types 
of American equipment; and 

"Whereas the consequent threat of price 
competition from low-wage countries abroad 
is very real; and 

"Whereas recent studies by the United 
States Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate the 
large wage differentials which place Ameri
can manufacturers at a decided competitive 
disadvantage; and 

"Whereas the Rhode Island textile in
dustry, including lace goods, represents about 
30 percent of all manufacturing employ
ment, and a total investment of $300 mil
lion; and 

"Whereas the jewelry industry employs 
about 19 percent of Rhode Island manu
facturing workers; and 

"Whereas the manufacture of rubber 
products represents a substantial portion of 
industry in this State; and 

"Whereas this tremendous percentage of 
Rhode Island industrial workers would be 
forced into the ranks of the unemployed 
upon the closing of the mills and factories 
of this State: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That the President of the 
United States insist on increasing and main
taining proper tariffs on the imports of tex
tiles, including lace, jewelry, and rubber 
goods imports; and be it further 

·~Resolved, That the Secretary of State of 
the United States enter into no agreements 
and make no concessions to any foreign na
tion which would affect adversely the manu
facture and sale of textiles, including lace, 
jewelry, and rubber goods imports; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Congress of the United 
States, and more particularly the Commit
tee on Finance of the Senate and the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives, take every legislative pre
caution in enacting proper legislation to 
insure the creation and maintenance of 
proper tariff rates on textiles, including lace, 
jewelry, and rubber goods imports; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That duly certified copies of 
this resolution be transmitted forthwith by 
the Secretary of State to the President of 
the United States, to the Secretary of State 
of the United States, to the Tariff Commis
sion of the United States, to the chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Finance, and to 
the chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives, and 
to the Senators and Representatives from 
Rhode Island in the Congress of the United 

States earnestly requesting that each use his 
best efforts to bring about the enactment 
and maintenance of proper tariff rates on 
textiles, including lace, jewelry, and rubber 
goods imports, to the end that the manufac
ture and sale of such goods in the United 
States are not jeopardiZed." 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 
AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS, 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE. 

I, Armand H. Cote, Secretary of State of 
the State of Rhode Island and Providence 
Plantations, hereby certify that the afore
going is a true copy of resolution urging 
the President of the United States, the Con
gress of the United States, the Secretary of 
State of the United States, and the Tariff 
Commission to enact and maintain tariff 
rates on textiles, including lace, jewelry, and 
rubber goods imports, passed by the general 
assembly at the January session, A. D. 1955 
and approved by the governor on the 14th 
day of January, 1955. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto 
set my hand and affixed the seal of the State 
of Rhode Island, this 19th day of January, 
A. D. 1955. 

ARMAND H. COTE, 
Secretary of State. 

CITY OF WooNSOCKET, R. I., 
.l!"etJruary 3, 1955. 

Congressman AIME FoRAND, 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAlt Sm: I am enclosing herewith a copy 

of a resolution which the City Council of 
the City of Woonsocket, R. I., had before it 
at its regular meeting held February 2, 1955. 
The council then took the following action: 

It was voted that this resolution be 
passed. 

This copy is sent to you in accordance 
with instructions contained in the resolu
tion. 

Very truly yours, 
W. CHESTER RosE, 

City Clerk. 

Resolution in protest against lower tariffs on 
foreign-made textiles imported into this 
country 
Whereas it is common knowledge that the 

entire textile industry in the United States 
has been in a depressed condition since 1952, 
even though other industries in this coun
try have been prosperous; and 

Whereas there is now pending before the 
Congress of the United States a bill propos
ing to give the President additional powers 
to adjust tariffs on imports into this coun
try; and 

Whereas the well-being and prosperity of 
the entire New England region is dependent 
on a solvent and active textile industry; and 

Whereas textiles can be manufactured in 
foreign countries at a much lower cost than 
can be manufactured in the United States 
because of the much lower wages paid in 
said foreign countries and because of the 
much lower standard of living there pre
vailing; and 

Whereas the productive capacity of foreign 
textiles has greatly increased in the recent 
past because of the installation in said for
eign countries of modern textile machinery, 
said installation having been made possible 
under the foreign-aid program of the United 
States; and 

Whereas because of said increased pro
ductive capacity, thousands of yards of for
eign-made worsted and woolen goods are now 
being imported into the United States even 
under present tariff rates on foreign textiles; 
and 

Whereas it Is apparent that the present 
tariff rates on foreign textiles should be in
creased and not lowered in order to pre
vent the ruin of the entire textile industry, 
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the existence of which industry is so vital 
to the prosperity of New England and to the 
prosperity of the United States a-s a whole; 
It is hereby 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Woonsocket as follows: 

SECTION 1. That the city council of this 
city hereby records its protest against the 
further decrease on present rates on foreign
made textiles. 

SEc. 2. That the city council of this city 
hereby records its stand that the present 
tariff rates on textiles should be increased 
to a point sufficient to protect the textile 
industry of the United States. 

SEC. 3. That forthwith upon the passage 
of this resolution a certified copy of same 
be forwarded to the President of the United 
States, to the Representatives in the Con
gress of the United States from the State 
of Rhode Island, and to the members of the 
Tariff Commission of the l]nited States in 
Washington. 

SEc. 4. This resolution shall take effect 
upon passage. 

"I cannot urge you too strongly not to 
gran.t concessions on textile products a~ the 
torthcom_ing conference in Geneva." 

mills closed while the other 14, .or 10.6 per
cent, had had to change Jobs 'se.veral times to 
stay on a payroll. . -··. 

The remaining 84 idled workers-63 .7 per-
[From the Pawtucket (R. I .) Times of cent-were unemployed. 

February 1, 1955} NINETEEN QUIT JOB HUNTING 
NEW ENGLAND MILLS NEED TARIFF PROTECTION That· jobless figure includes 17, or 12.9 per-

cent, who had held jobs at so:me time since 
In the interest of the textile industry the their lay-offs; 48 or 36.4 percent-tne largest 

Governors of the six New England States single category-who had ·been out of work 
have made known to Congress their opposi- ever since the mills closed, and 19, or 14.4 · 
tion to reduction in tariffs on textiles. Their percent, who had quit job-hunting and tech
special concern is with the proposal to permit nically were withdrawn from the labor force. 
President Eisenhower power to reduce by 50 The reemployed rate of 36.2 was lower than. 
percent tariffs on textiles made in Japan. Dr. Miernyk recorded in Lowell, Lawrence, or 

Attempts to solve one phase of the Japa- Fall River studies, but was higher than New 
nese trade problem at the expense of the Bedford and a nontextile town which forced 
extremely vulnerable New England textile displaced workers to choose between new lines 
industry calls for the strong opposition of of work or new communities. 
the six governors and the States' delegations The Providence labor market sampling of 
in Congress. 132 former mill workers was the smallest in 

A reduction in textile tariffs would cause the six-community analysis, but the report 
great hardship. Such action is contrary to noted that the findings on · practically every 
the interests of New England workers as well count followed the same ratio as was recorded 
as to the national interest. Concessions to throughout the area. 
Japan would cause unemployment. That is In this project, the Providence labor mar-
matter of great concern. New England can- ket co· id 1 s 1 ith th it • t [From the Pawtucket (R. I.) Times of ~ 1nc es co e y w e c y s me ro-
not afford more 1;extile job losses. In the l "t t k" i th M h tt December 17, 1954} po 1 an area, a 1ng n e assac use s 
last four years more than 100,000 textile towns of Attleboro, North Attleboro, Belling-

RoBERTS FoRMALLY PROTESTS ANY TARIFF CuTs workers lost jobs in New England. Less than ham, Blackstone, Millville, Seekonk, Frank-
ON TEXTILES 50,000 of them found reemployment. lin, and Wrentham. · 

Governor Roberts today sent a formal pro- The textile industry is not a "growth" in- As background, it was noted that of the 
test to Secretary of State Dulles against mak- dustry. It has substantial over-capacity and nonagricultural workers in this area in 1953, 
ing any tariff concessions on textile products has no growing market. That it has no 33.2 percent were in textiles, 16.1 percent in 
on the ground that it would be disastrous growing market is demonstrated by the fol- jewelry, 11.1 percent in nonelectrical rna
to Rhode Island industry, business, and lowing figures: per capita consumption of chinery, and all other categories run under 
workers. textiles has dropped 20 percent, cotton con- 6 percent each. 

Textile production, the Governor pointed sumption is off 12 percent, sales are down 29 For this area's survey, a sample of 10 per-
out, is the largest single ~ndustry in the State percent and prices down 44 percent. cent of the displaced workers from each of 
and employment in that field has already That is the situation in the domestic mar- three liquid mills was selected at random 
shrunk nationally because of the cutback ket. Consider the damage inherent in con- from lists provided by the CIQ textile union. 
in Federal military procurement and failure cessions to Japanese textile operations. At The mills were not named, but were identi-
of citizen demand to take up the slack. this time Japanese combed ginghams are fied in this way: 

In the declining domestic market and in- landed in New York at prices 5% cents per Mill A was a century-old _dyeing and 
tense price competition, the Governor added, yard below the cost of production in New bleaching plant that closed in the spring ·of 
many mills have been forced to close down England. In New England broadcloth pro- 1952 after its payroll shrank trom a normal 
and Rhode Island, as a consequence, now duction costs 29.7 cents a yard without profit. 350 to 200 workers. . 
has 20,000 unemployed textile workers. Any It is made in Japan for 20.7 cents a yard. Mill B. 1 of 3 Providence area subsidiaries 
action further reducing the domestic mar- Lawns which cost 26.4 cents a yard to manu- operated by a large textile concern, pro
ket, he said, would be disastrous to the facture in New England cost 15.6 cents a duced fine-combed cotton goods. It was 
State's economy and additional tariff conces- yard to make in Japan. liquidated in December 1952, after its payroll 
sions on textiles would necessarily have such The New England-Japanese cost differen- dropped from 650 to 350. 
an effect. tial is much greater than the North-South Mill C was an integrated mill with comb-

The Governor's letter follows: textile differential, u~der which New England ing, spinning, weaving, dyeing, and finishing 
"I am advised that negotiations involving lost 75 percent of its cotton-synthetic textile operations. It closed in December 1953 with 

possible tariff concessions on textile-mill industry and more than 250,000 jobs in the a loss of 2,000 jobs. This shutdown was the 
products are to be conducted in Geneva last 30 years. That experience in the domes- only surprise of the three because the plant 
early next year. tic market manifests the greater injury had had a $5 million modernization just 2 

which can be inflicted on the New .England years before. · 
"Since the production of textiles is Rhode industry if the product of 12 cents ·an hour 

Island's largest single industry, employing Japanese workers is allowed to flood the ONE HUNDRED AND THREE QUESTIONED IN 
at the present time over 38,000 workers, or American market. PERSON 
30 percent of total manufacturing employ- If in the interest of foreign policy and for- The random selection of the three union 
ment, this is obviously a matter of grave eign trade tariff cuts must be made they lists gave a sample of 2~6 former workers. 
concern to our State. In 17 of Rhode Island's should be put on the growing industries Of these 103 were interviewed in person and 
39 cities and towns, the textile industry rep- 29 replied to mail questionnaires for a study 
resents the major part of industrial employ- where increased imports can be absorbed in tally of 132. 
ment. Rhode Island industry produces vir- rising markets, and not on a vulnerable and The average age for this Providence sample 
tually all types of textile products. declining activity, the textile industry of was higher than in most of the other studies. 

"As you are probably aware, the textile New England. About 80 percent of the women and 55 per-
industry nationally has suffered from a seri- cent of men were more than 46. And there 
ous slump in the past 2 years, due to reduc- THE MILL CLOSES, AND 63.7 PERCENT OF was also the highest proportion of men here, 
tion of Federal military procurement and WoRKERS STILL LACK JoBs partly expected because of their prominence 
the failure of civilian demand to take up the (By John C. Quinn) in dyeing and finishing work. 
slack. Shrinking domestic markets have How are Providence area textile workers, Table 1 included here pinpoints this dis-
been accompanied by intense price competi- made idle by mill liquidations, making out tribution. 
~ion which has forced many mills through- in tracking down new jobs? The answer Table 2 speaks for itself in further detail-
out the country to close their doors. In would seem to be not too well. 1ng the luck of these displaced workers, ac-
consequence, Rhode Island already has some Dr. William H. Miernyk, director of the · cording to sex, in hunting up new jobs. 
20,000 unemployed textile workers. Bureau of Business and Economic Research As in all of the other study · areas, the ' 

"In the face of this situation, any action at Northeastern University, has just finished older workers ran into the toughest trouble 
which would further reduce the domestic studying the case histories of 132 such dis- in seeking reemployment, although the Prov.r · 
market for American textile products or in- placed mill hands in the Providence labor idence age average was slightly higher. · 
t~nsify the present keen price competition market. His report paints this picture: Nevertheless, ·br. Mlernyk found that 'all , 
would obviously be disastrous for Rhode Is- Forty-eight of the former workers-;-that is employed workers·were U:nder' 55 years of age, 
land industry, Rhode Island business, and 36.2 percent of the cross-section , in.te~- two-thirds of the e'mployed lile'n were under ' 
Rhode Island workers. Additional tariff con- viewed-were working when questioned by ' 45, 53 percent of the employed wotn.en were · 
cessions on textiles would necessarily bring the study group. · · · between 46 and 55, and 75 percent of those : 
about one or both of these highly undesir- · Of this group 34, or 25.6 percent, still were not ·employed were past age 4'5. 
able results. • holding the sa~e jobs they landed after the • Table 3 tells this story in detail. 
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TABLE 1.'-Age and ·sex distribution of the 

sample workers 

Age 

Male Female Total 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Fer
ber cent ber cent ber cent 

-------1---1----------
Under 25 __________ 5 6. 6 ------ 5 3. 8 
25 to 35 ____________ 15 19.7 4 7.1 19 14.4 
36 to 45 ____________ 15 19.7 8 14.3 23 17.4 
46 to 55 ____________ 11 14.5 22 39.3 33 25.0 56 to 65 ______ . ______ 19 25.0 16 28.6 35 26.5 
66 and over ________ 11 14. 5 5 8. 9 16 12.1 Unknown _________ ------ ----- 1 1.9 1 .8 

TABLE 2.-Experience of former millworkers 

Male Female Total 

Age 
Per- Num-Num- Per- Num- Per-

ber cent bcr cent ber cent 

Employed, 1 job 
since layoff ______ 23 30.3 11 19.6 34 25.6 

Employed, several 
jobs sinee layoff_ 10 13.2 4 7.1 14 10.6 

Unemployed, had 
job since layoff __ 27 35.5 21 37.5 48 36.4 

Unemployed and 
out of labor mar-
ket_ ------------- 7 9. 2 12 21.4 19 14.4 

TABLE 3.-Age distribution by employment 
status 

Age 

EMPLOYED 

Male Female Total 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per
her cent ber cent ber cent 

-------1------------
Under 24 _________ _ 
25 to 35 __ __ _______ _ 
36 to 4fi ___________ _ 
46 to 55 ___________ _ 
66 to 65 ______ ------

Age 

25 to 35 ____________ 
36 to 45 _______ _____ 

46 to 05-·------- -- --
li6 to 65 ___ _ --------
66 and over ________ 
Unknown _________ 

1~ ~~: ~ ----i- -6~7-
6 18.2 4 26. 7 
2 6.1 8 53.3 
9 27.3 2 13.3 

UNEMPLOYED 

Male Female 

5 10.4 
12 25.0 
10 20.8 
10 20.8 
11 22.9 

Total 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per
bei cent ber cent ber cent 

4 9. 3 3 7.3 7 8.3 
9 20.9 4 9.8 13 15.5 
9 20.9 14 34.1 23 27. 4 

10 23.3 14 34.1 24 28.6 
11 2.'i.6 5 12.2 16 19.0 ____ ..,_ ----- 1 2. 4 1 1.2 

It will be noted there is no listing under employed for 
ages above 66 nor for unemployed under 25 because ,none 
of the 132 displaced workers were in these categones. 

s. 163 
Resolution requesting the Senators and 

Representatives from Rhode Island in the 
Congress of the United States to take the 
proper steps necessary to protect and pre
serve the Rhode Island lace manufactur
ing industry 
Whereas the American lace manufactur

ilig industry, 54 of whose 80 plants are lo
cated in Rhode Island, has suffered and still 
suffers increasingly serious difficulties as a 
result of tariff reduc:tions effectuated under 
the trade agreement with France which be
came effective June 15, 1936; and 

Whereas reductions in tariffs . since that 
date have driven the manufacture of veil
ings in America completely out and badly 
handicapped the manufacture of bobbinet 
and all other products of lace machines; 
and 

Whereas in addition. to the above circum
stances under which the industry has suf-

tered grave Injury, there Is at present be
fore the Congress a bill, H. R. 1, which would 
grant the executive the right to reduce to 
50 percent all tariffs that are over 50 percent 
of the value of the imported goods and re
duce all other tariffs 15 percent at the rate 
of 5 percent per year for 3 years; and 

Whereas French and other foreign officials 
are already drawing up lists of duties they 
wish cut, including lace duties, in the event 
of passage of H. R. 1; and 

Whereas any further reduction in duties 
on lace may well mean the annihilation of · 
the American lace manufacturing industry 
and the loss of employment by its thousands 
of skilled employees, many of whom are 
located in Rhode Island: Now, therefore, be 
it · 

.Resolved, That the Senators and Repre
sentatives from Rhode Island in the Con
gress of the United States be and they are 
hereby urgently requested to take the proper 
steps necessary to protest and preserve the 
Rhode Island lace manufacturing industry; 
and be it further 

.Resolved, That duly certified copies of this 
resolution be transmitted by the Secretary 
of State to the Senators and Representatives 
from Rhode Island in the Congress of the 
United States. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORAND. I yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. As I understand what 
the gentleman refers to as the escape 
clause, when these conditions are found 
to be true, then that part of the agree
ment is nullified. 

Mr. FORAND. The President notifies 
other countries that as of a given date
and I believe it is a 6-month lag-they 
will have to reduce the amount of mer
chandise sent in, or they will discontinue 
the agreement. ·That is my understand:
ing. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is what is meant 
by the escape clause? 

Mr. FORAND. Correct. 
Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield such time as he may desir~ 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
VAN PELTl. 

Mr. VAN PELT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to H. R. 1. In my opinion 
the reciprocal trade agreements program 
has proved harmful to industry, to agri
culture, and to labor. In the brief time 
allotted to me I shall tell briefly why I 
think so. 

Granted that our industry is more effi
cient than any in the world; still many 
of our smaller industries are no more 
modern than those of foreign countries. 
The cost of raw materials and the effi
ciency of workers is about equal. Con
sequently, wages constitute the chief dif
ference in costs of production. As you 
know, wage rates in Europe and Japan 
range from one-third to one-tenth those 
paid in this country. Overtime pay 
abroad averages 25 percent above regular 
pay; here it averages 50 percent. Thus 
our costs are from 3 to 10 times as high 
as our competitors. How can we com
pete without protection? 

Our industrial economy has reached 
its present status under a protective tar
iff. Costs have been geared to su~h a 
system. To remove tariffs entirely 
would seriously injure many industries. 

It seems to me that the object of our 
tariff is to prevent our wage and labor 
standards from crumbling under the on
slaughts of cheap foreign products. 

Proponents of reciprocal trade claim 
that we must import in order to export. 
I believe that we do not need to expand 
exports and imports as much as other 
nations do. Our home market is exten
sive. To increase our export trade 
would be injurious to many of our allies. 
They must depend on foreign trade far 
more than we do. If we increase our 
exports we injure industries which are 
vulnerable to import competition. 

Numerous industries vital to our de
fense literally have their backs to the 
wall. Cheap foreign imports have cut 
deeply into their markets. Trained per
sonnel is drifting from the industries. 
Costs are mounting. Removal of pres
ent tariffs would force many out of busi
ness. Yet we must rely upon them . in 
emergencies or bank on uncertain for
eign sources. 

In agriculture we face a serious prob
lem. Under the price-support programs, 
farmers have enjoyed the protection of 
reasonable tariffs and import quotas. In 
order to maintain our price-support pol
icy, it seems necessary to restrict the im
portation of farm products. It is self
evident that if agricultural products are 
imported into a domestic market already 
adequately supplied prices will be driven 
still further below the parity price. Any 
reduction in tariffs would unleash a flood 
of agricultural products which would 
further hamper any farm program the 
Government undertakes. 

Proponents of increasing imports state 
that all that is necessary to carry out 
their program is a retraining of workers 
who are made redundant by increased 
imports. However, many more workers 
are employed in industries and agricul
tural pursuits that are exposed to injury 
from imports than are employed in pro
ducing and servicing all our export 
goods. The ratio is probably about 5 to 
1. About 25 percent of our work force is 
employed in import-vulnerable indus
tries. This g1·oup is found in all States. 
It seems to me that it would be difficult, 
if not impossible, to retrain one-quarter 
of our total work force. Not only is it 
not a feasible project economically, but 
it is even less desirable socially. Think 
of the forced retirement of older work
ers; of the disruption of social ties; of 
the ghost towns which would be preva
lent in one-industry areas. This is too 
large an order for our economy to under
take. 

In conclusion, I have tried to show 
that the reciprocal trade agreements 
program has not helped industry, agri
culture, or labor. Of necessity, my re
marks have been brief. I believe, how
ever, that they can be buttressed by a 
wealth of factual information. 

Like other Members of Congress I 
have received many letters from manu
facturers describing the problems which 
they already face from foreign competi
tion. As a part of this statement, I ex
tend and revise my remarks and include 
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a number of typica.l letters I have re· 
ceived concerning H. R. 1: 

The DIAMOND MATCH CO., 
Oshkosh, Wis. , January 28, 1955. 

Hon. WILIAM K. VAN PELT, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D . C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN VAN PELT: Tariff-mak

ing policy is a function of the legislative 
branch of the Government which should not 
be given up readily. 

National policy for years has been whole
some competition, and the Congress has en
acted many laws to maintain fair competi· 
tive measures. 

Congress has enacted legislation to give 
the American workingman minimum hourly 
wage rates, 8-hour day, workmen's compen
sation, safety measures while working, col· 
lective bargaining, old-age pensions, child· 
labor laws, and many other benefits enabling 
the American employee to improve his 
sta tus. 

In other words, as in sports, lightweights 
do not compete with heavyweights, amatures 
do· not compete with professionals, high 
schools do not play colleges, and all along the 
line recognition is given to the circum
stances surrounding the competitors. 

Business is somewhat similar. An Amer
ican firm must follow the laws laid down by 
Congress. We cannot compete with the for
eign producer who produces a low-cost prod· 
uct by ignoring methods prevailing here. 

The laws and regulations governing em
ployment make jobs better but do not pr~ 
duce them. They are inoperative to a man 
who does ·not have a job. 

Trade agreements which do not recognize 
these factors may throw men out of work be
cause of unfair competition. 

Immigration laws are very strict, and many 
undesirable aliens are kept out of our coun
try for various reasons. On the other hand, 
if the alien is admitted, he immediately 
coll).es under our laws, and the product of 
his endeavors has no advantage over fellow 
Americans. 

If he stays in his own country, he often 
contributes to a product low in cost, because 
the safety measures used in America, do not 
prevail in many foreign countries, and their 
product is low cost not becau3e of efficiency 
but rather because they ignore those factors 
believed to be essential here. 

The American sense of fair play should not 
be ignored, and Congress is the protector on 
tariff issues. 

It would be very unfortunate if the laws to 
protect the American workingman are a con
tributing factor in reducing his opportunity 
for employment. 

Yours very truly, 
THE DIAMOND MATCH Co., 

By FRANKLIN MOORE, Manager. 

RIPON KNITTING WORKS, 
Ripon, Wis., December 29, 1954. 

Hon. WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, 
Member of Congress, 

House Office Bui lding, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN VAN PELT: In accord
ance with our telephone conversation this 
morning, I am enclosing the testimony sub
mitted by the president of the National Asso
ciation of Hosiery Manufacturers before the 
Committee for Reciprocity Information rela
tive to tariffs on Japanese wool hosiery and 
slipper sox. I also submitted a table show
ing the extent to which the Japanese have 
taken over on slipper sox, the item which 
we conceived, originated, merchandise, na
tionally advertised, and successfully popu
larized with the American people. It seems 
totally unfair to us that Japanese labor 
earning 10 percent of what we are forced 
to pay, should with our Government's sanc
tion and approval, force a 75-year-old com
pany such as ours, to liquidate. 

Three years ago there were some -60 me.n· 
ufa.cturers of slipper. sox and today to my 
knowledge all but two of them have been 
forced out of business because of Japanese 
competition. 

This is a crisis as far as we are concerned. 
Rather than drop the import duty as has 
been suggested by the Interdepartmental 
Committee on Trade Agreements, we feel 
that the duty should be raised to 100 per
cent unless we want to throw American 
men and women out of work to give jobs 
to the Japanese. 

Anything you can do in behalf of our com
pany and our employees will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
RIPON KNITTING WORKS, 
STANLEY M. HERLIN, 

President and General Manager. 

THE HOUGH SHADE CORP., 
Janesville, Wis., December 30, 1954. 

Hon. WILLIAM 'K . VAN PELT, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN VAN PELT: It is hoped 

that this letter, together with other material 
which we are enclosing, will acquaint you 
more thoroughly with a small but relatively 
old industry which in many respects has its 
roots in Wisconsin. 

The woven-wood-fabric industry manu
factures woven-wood-slat porch shades, inte
rior window shades, decorative floor screens, 
and ventilating folding doors for wardrobe 
closets. These products are sold direct to 
department stores and to dealers and build
ers through distributors. 

Over 95 percent of the domestic output 
of these products originate in the factories 
of five small companies. These are : Hough 
Shade Corp., of Janesville, Wis.; Consoli· 
dated General Products with plants in Hous
ton, Tex., and Waukesha, Wis.; Warren Shade 
Co., of Minneapolis, Minn.; the Columbia 
Mills, Inc., of Syracuse, N. Y.; and Williams 
Manufacturing Co., of Constantine, Mich. 
These 5 companies employ about 800 people 
in their factories. Their total capitalization 
last year was just over $3 million. Two of 
these companies have plants in Wisconsin 
and all of them buy their most important 
raw material from Wisconsin sawmills. -

After many years of quite successful op
eration, the industry is now facing foreign 
competition which is absorbing more and 
more of the domestic market. The compe
tition of imported bamboo products in ex
tremely crude form, has gone on for many 
years. The domestic industry has been able 
to live with this situation, and up until 
about 3 years ago there appeared to be -little 
change in the amount or quality of the 
imported products. There has, however, 
been a drastic change in this situation in 
the last 3 years. Figures submitted to the 
Committee for Reciprocity Information and 
the United States Tariff Commission on De
cember 21, 1954, showed that during the past 
3 years, there has been a tremendous in
crease in the rate of importation of com
petitive products from Japan. This increase 
has r(lached the point where this year 85 
percent of the .square footage sold in the 
domestic market was supplied by importers. 
Further it was demonstrated that during 
that same period there was a net decrease 
in that portion of the domestic market which 
the United States industry supplied. It is 
becoming increasingly obvious that present 
tariffs on -woven-bamboo and woven-wood 
products are proving no deterrent to the 
importers of the competing foreign products. 

As is pointed out in the enclosed state
ment of the Woven Wood Fabric Industry, 
the Japanese foreign competition consists 
of both bamboo and woven wood products. 
The entry into this country of woven wood 
products from Japan is a startling and recent 
development. This is a matter of special 

f.ntet-est to the State of Wisccmsin because 
the woven wood fabric ip.dustry is uniquely; 
a Wisconsin industry . . We say this bec.ause 
of the fact that the source of our chief raw 
material is basswood. As we have already 
stated, the whole industry relies on Wiscon
sin as a source of northern basswood, since 
this important forest product has been long 
recognized for its superiority in woven wood 
products. 

The woven wood fabric which is now com
ing into this country from the Orient is 
manufactured largely from Tilla Japonica 
or Shina Wood. This species of tree belongs 
to the basswood family and the importers 
and retailers can and do represent the im
ported product as being made of "basswood., 
The words "northern basswood" have been 
used in conjunction with national advertis
ing of our products for so many years that 
our customers and the general puqlic think 
of woven wood fabric products and northern 
basswood as closely associated terms. The 
unlicensed use of the word "basswood" to
gether with no labeling of the foreign prod
uct when it comes into the country in rolled
goods form and is partially assembled into 
the finished · product here is misleading. 
The Federal Trade Commission has been 
asked tc check on this as:Pect of the problem 
since it is obvious that herein lies a situa
tion in which the buying public can be de
ceived. Such a deception takes place when 
a consumer buys a product made from this 
imported material. He will ·find it below 
the standard of quality' established by the 
domestic manufacturers but has no way of 

·knowing that it is of Japanese origin. 
The extent to which foreign woven wood 

fabric and woven bamboo undersell our 
domestic products was stated in considerable 
detail by the writer in appearances before ·· 
the Committee for Reciprocity Information 
and the Tariff Commission earlier this month 
and also in our industry statements filed 
with both the committee and the ·commis• 
sion. Copies are enclosed. 

The plain fact is that Japanese labor costs 
permit underselling in spite of existing 
tariffs. This is due to the fact that the · 
Japanese wood products worker averages 
about 11 cents per hour or $23 per month 
in wages as compared with $219 .12 per montb 
for the average worker in our industry. 

We cannot emphasize too strongly the 
danger we s·ee for our industry from this vast 
new enterprise which is apparently just get· 
ting underway in Japan to fiood the Ameri· 
can market with woven wood fabric products 
which apparently are going to be represented 
as basswood. We have been informed by 
importers that American woodworking ma
chinery has been moved into Japan and it 
is from this machinery that the woven wood 
fabric products are being produced, which 
are of a much higher quality than the old 
product of woven bamboo. Consider if you 
will, the advantages of the Japanese industry 
as compared with the domestic industry, now 
that modern machinery is available to Japa
nese manufacturers and their labor costs 
remain less than one-tenth that of the 
domestic industry. 

We are told that the matter of general 
tariff reduction is to com9 up for discussion 
in the House of Representatives early in the 
1955 session. This we understand is in con
nection with the forthcoming negotiations 
concerning the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade. We earnestly urge you to con
sider the comments in this letter together · 
with the materia contained in the state
ments which have been submitted to the CRI' · 
and the Tariff Commission. As a repre.
sentative of the State ef Wisconsin, we be- · 
lieve that · you will feel · as we' do, that this 
is a matter of urgency with disastrous poten·
tial more far-reaching for our State than in 
any others. 

Cordially yours, 
HOUGH SHADE CORP., 
JOHN E. HouGH, President. 
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Madison; Wis. , February 11, 1955. 

Han. WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE VAN PELT: We here 

at Ray-0-Vac have been very much con
cerned for sometime, for ourselves and for 
industry in general throughout the country, 
because of the influx of low priced mer
chandise, often copying specifically, and 
competing with the products of this coun
try made by labor with a high standard of 
living thereby creating a higher cost and a 
bad competitive situation with the cheap 
foreign goods. · 

Our . own experience is in the flashlight 
case field. In the year 1948 there were 12,000 
flashlight cases imported into the United 
States from Hong Kong and for the year 
1954 this had increased to 6,874,000, or in 
the neighborhood of from 15 to 20 per
cent of the consumption of flashlig~t 
cases in this country. Cases which are 
copies of our own sell for 39 to 49 cents 
where we must get over a dollar at the dis
tributor level. This has directly affected 
the operations of our flashlight case plant 
in Clinton, Mass., and we now are employ
ing approximately 200 less people than wer~ 
employed heretofore, this being a reduction 
of approximately one-third of our normal 
employment. 

We are further concerned when we read 
in the morning's papers that bill H. R . 1 has 
been voted on favorably by the Ways and 
Means Committee and is now going to be 
considered on the floor of the House of Rep
resentatives. This bill, we understand, con
tinues the program of negotiating reduced 

· tariffs and may gi-ve additional latitude in 
tnis 'direction. - ·· - · · · -. · - · · - 1 

Free trade makes a good theoretical goal 
but until the concepts, business practices, 
and the elements which create the basic 
.standard of living of peoples in various 
countries are in some measure comparable 
to ours, the employment of people in this 
country is going to suffer by a general influx 
of foreign goods made under low standard 
of living conditions. 

My colleague here in Ray-0-Vac, Mr. J. C. 
Ryan, executive vice president, presents 
three basic American concepts of political 
and economic. philosophy which differ great
ly from those held by all the rest of the 
world: 

1. Our attitude toward labor. We honor 
labor; the rest of the world debases labor. 

2. Our attitude toward competition. We 
insist upon it; the rest of the world refuses 
it and holds tenaciously to the cartel system. 

3. The idea of statism. We reject 1t; the 
rest of the world accepts it. . 

Don't you agree with me that our posi
tion in connection with the three items 
above is the basis for our high standard of 
living and our freedom for the individual? 

It appears quite clearly to us that until 
there has been some change in general for
eign attitude on the three concepts listed 
above, the standard of living will not be 
raised in other countries of the world and 
until this standard is raised, working peo
ple of those low standard countries will be 
unable to purchase a portion of the goods 
which they themselves manufacture and 
therefore these goods will be shipped to the 
United States at low prices to compete with 
our own production. 

As manufacturers in the foreign field for 
foreign markets.- we have firsthand experi
ence with this subject. I request, in the 
interest of the American people and their 
standard of living and _ in the interest of 
American .ingustry, that you oppose the con
tinuance of the negotiating of tariffs · as 
proposed in H. R. 1. 

Yours very truly, 
D. W. TYRRELL, 

President. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such -time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HEN-
DERSON]. . . 

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
the issue before the committee today is 
a matter of grave concern to the indus
tries and people of the 15th District of 
Ohio, where the provisions of H. R. 1 
are well known and understood. I must 
inform my colleagues today that these 
provisions are most vigorously opposed 
by the people in my district, who recog
nize in them a direct threat to their eco
nomic welfare. They believe, as do I, 
that the passage of this legislation would 
signal the flooding of our markets with 
products on which the prosperity of my 
district is so vitally dependent. Coal, 
glass, and pottery are among tlle prin
cipal products of the 15th Congressional 
District, and in the case of each of these 
products there is a long and unhappy 
conflict with the wares of cheap foreign 
labor which have entered our market 
places because of low-tariff policies in 
the past. Further tariff reductions ·of 
the type authorized by H. R. 1 would 
spell economic disaster. 

I must point out that the pottery and 
glass industries have been major sources 
of employment and income in south
eastern Ohio. Likewise, these industries 
have for years suffered from the effects 
of lo·wered restrictions upon imports. 
w I . believe that it is imperative that 
the consequences of this legislation be 
discussed clearly in this debate in t~rms 
of their effect on American prosperity. 
Since the pottery industry is an impor
tant component in the economy, I shoul~ 
like to point out what further tariff re
ductions on· pottery products will mean. 
By way of explanation, the pottery in_
dustry includes not only producer,s of 
small household products but also a wide 
range of ceramic items. All members of 
the industry have been similarly affected 
by the problem of foreign competition. 
For instance, in my district the Mosaic 
Tile Co., a foremost manufacturer of 
floor and wall tile, with plants in several 
other American communities, must meet 
competition from the same foreign 
sources as producers of other pottery 
products. 

Among the principal pottery-produc
ing nations of the world, the hourly 
wage paid in foreign pottery plants is less 
than one-fourth of that received by 
American pottery workers. Since almost 
65 percent of the total cost of products 
in the manufacture of pottery represents 
labor costs, the meaning of this basic fact 
is clear to any reasonable person who 
wishes to determine why American pot
tery so often cannot be competitive price
wise with foreign production. 

I believe that the Congress must always 
be guided by the welfare of the American 
consumer. In this regard, some of the 
proponents of this bill have contended 
that the importation and sale in the 
American market of cheaper foreign 
products would create consumer demand 
and thereby strengthen our economic 
fabric. To my mind, such a superficial 
answer to this pJ;oblem is economic wool
gathering. Our economic welfare can
not be strengthened-by a calculated pol
icy which would destroy the purchasing 

power of any section of our Nation or 
segment of our productivity capacity. 

The American standard of living, · 
standing tremendously higher than the 
standards achieved in any Nation in the 
world, is based upon continued high pur
chasing power. No member of this 
Chamber, including the proponents of 
H. R. 1, wishes to create an economic 
climate of lowered wage rates and re
duced spending power in this Nation. 
Nevertheless, I believe in the passage of 
this legi~lation as it is presently drawn, 
we may be taking a direct step toward 

·that end. This conviction is necessarily 
·based upon my intimate knowledge of the 
economy of southeastern Ohio and its 
long struggle with the tariff question. 

Likewise, the coal tndustry in my dis
trict has suffered greatly from the impor
tation of foreign residual fuel oil. The 
forced exodus of coal miners from our 
mining communities may be principally 
ascribed to oil imports. That such a 
process should occur has wrecked great 
personal hardship to our mine workers. 
I do not wish to minimize what this 
·hardship has meant in either personal 
or economic terms. However, in an even 
larger sense, it may be calamitous, since 
our industrial strength is dependent upon 
coal to support the factories and utilities 
which are the sinews of America's mili
tary might. Should we have need to mo-

. bilize our economic forces, the closed 

.mines and the .decimation. of.Gur groups 
of skilled workers will constitute a prob
lem of paramount gravity. 

It has been alarming to me to hear 
the theory advanced that by some proc
ess of planned economic osmosis, work-

. ers in plants displaced by competition 
from abroad will be absorbed in other 
industries in other communities. It is 
even suggested that the Federal Govern
ment might 'lend assistance in ·this proc
ess. In other words, it is envisioned that 
the full exercise of the authority granted 
in this bill could create a situation akin 

·to a gigantic chess game in which many 
of our established industrial facilities 
and the people and communities which 
depend upon them could be the pawns. 
This kind of State control through the 
creation of economic conditions necessi
tating it would be repugnant to me. If 
it is now believed that the Federal Gov
ernment must minister to great domestic 
ills created by our tariff policy, then it 
would seem to me that our tariff policy 
'itself must receive greater study. I be
lieve the· Congress should eliminate the 
necessity for such contrived largesse 
'through the enactment of legislation 
which will protect and enforce our do
mestic and industrial strength on which 
the freedom of so much of the world 
has been dependent for almost two dec
ades. Our policies must stimulate the 
prosperity of the free world, but let us 
not forget that it is America's industrial 
arsenal which has defeated tyranny in 
two world wars and stands today as the 
ultimate bastion of world security 
against Communist aggression. 

Certainly, tariffs can be reduced in 
many instances without harming do
mestic producers. When this may be 
accomplished, I wholeheartedly favor 
such action in the belief that barriers to 
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trade among nations should be elimi
nated whenever possible. Yet, I cannot 
favor congressional authorization of any 
measure which will reduce American 
economic strength. 

Mr. Chairman, I have received a great 
volume of communications from the peo
ple of the 15th district expressing their 
opposition to H. R. 1. These messages 
represent the concern of the operators of 
'industrial and commercial enterprises, 
labor organization, and private citizens 
who recognize the threat this legislation 
poses. In conclusion, I wish to submit a 
petition signed by more than 1,000 men 
and women in the 15th district express
ing this concern. This petition reads as 
follows: 
To Hon. JoHN E. HENDERSON, 

Representative from Ohio. 
Whereas the Congress of the United States 

ls currently considering a measure to extend 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act and 
permit reduction of tariff restrictions on pot
tery, glass. and residual oil; and 

Whereas the manufacture of pottery and 
glass is a very vital source of income in south
eastern Ohio, as well as the source of mil
lions of dollars in revenue for the 'Govern:.. 
ment~ and 

Whereas the existing ·low tariff has already 
proven most disastrous to the economy of 
Roseville, Crooksville, Cambridge, Newark, 
Lancaster, and other pottery communities 
in this section; and, 

Whereas any further reduction of this 
tariff would spell utter ruin for pottery and 
glass industries, as they cannot compete on 
a free-trade basis with countries producing 
pottery and glass who pay a wage of less than 
one-fourth of . the American standard. 

Therefore, we the undersigned ( 1) pottery 
. and glass manufacturers and employees. 
. (2) suppliers, transportation companies, 
wholesale and retail dealers, jobbers, and 
their salesmen and employees, all incident to 
the manufacture and sale thereof. (3) 
tradespeople and employees, whose income 
and livelihood is dependent thereon. (4) 
property owners, taxpayers, and all others 
who would suffer untold loss from the ruin 
of the principal industry in this section of 
Ohio, do hereby humbly . petition you, our 
representatives to heartily oppose this meas
ure, and thus preserve these American indus·-
tries for the American people. · 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BAss]. 

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Chairman, in my careful study of Presi
dent Eisenhower's proposal to extend the 
Reciprocal Trade Act, and its probable 
impact upon the economy of New Hamp
shire and New England, I have been 
much disturbed by the harm this bill 
could cause our textile industry, should 
textile tariffs be further lowered. This 
industry with all its related products is 
the second most important manufactur
ing industry in New Hampshire. Re
cently it has been facing serious problemS 
of adjustment and is currently in a de
pressed condition. It is important to the 
economic health and prosperity of New 
Hampshire that everything possible be 
done to prevent further decline in this 
important business. A further general 
red~ction in tariffs on textiles might well 
cause a substantial increase in textile im
ports, particularly from those countries 
such as Japan whose wage rates are only 
a fraction of our own. This would make 
for even more intensified competition 

.and might· well be the straw to break the 
camel's back of our New Hampshire tex
tile industry. 

With this in mind, I have been in direct 
contact with the White House for the 
past month to obtain reassurances from 
the President and his advisers that they 
are aware of this problem as it peculiarly 
affects our textile business, and further 
that tariffs on textile products will not be 
further lowered. 

I have had frequent conferences with 
Dr. Hauge, the President's economic 
adviser, Sherman Adams, and others. I 
have written the President directly on 
this problem asking such assurance. I 
have been definitely advised that the 
President is well aware of the textile 
problem as it relates to foreign competi
tion, and that he will not further lower 
tariffs, should the Reciprocal Trade Act 
be extended. With this assurance and 
with this knowledge that our textile in
dustry in New Hampshire and New Eng
land will thus be adequately protected, I 
can in good conscience support H. R. 1 as 
amended by the committee. This is 
probably the most important part of 
President Eisenhower's whole program. 
I am in agreement with the basic objec
tives and purposes behind this bill, pro
_viding as it does for moderate, gradual, 
and selective reductions on certain tariffs 
on a reciprocal basis only. We must 
maintain and expand our foreign trade 
for many reasons vital to the security 
and prosperity of this country. 

First. Unless we help keep the econ-
. omies of our friends a~road strong and 
healthy, their will and ability to resist 
Communist aggression will be seriously 
.impaired. For instance, if we deny Ja
. pan the right to trade with us, she has 
.no recourse but to turn to China and 
Russia for trade in order to survive. 

Second. Our own economy and pros
perity to a large extent depends on our 
export business. Approximately 4,500,-
000 people in this country have jobs that 
depend directly or indirectly on our ex
ports. But this is a 2-way street. Un
less we enable these countries to obtain 
dollars by allowing them to sell their 
goods to this country, they cannot buy 
our exports. The alternative is to con
tinue huge sums of money for foreign 

. aid, which no one advocates. 
Third. Agriculture in particular is very 

dependent on exporting its surplus prod
ucts. In New Hampshire our egg, 

·poultry, and milk products are in surplus 
and must find a market abroad. New 
Hampshire agriculture has a vital stake 
in this bill. 

Fourth. Even our textile industry has 
. a big interest in our exports. Actually 
.we export far more textile products than 
are imported. For example 1952 and 
1953 exports of cotton cloth were about 
4 times imports. · 

Fifth. Nor should we forget the con
sumer who is too often forgotten. By 
expanding our foreign trade the con
sumer benefits in not having to pay high 
prices for those products otherwise p~ 
tected by. trade barriers· eliminating 
competition from abroad. Competition 
·is generally a healthy thing in our free 
·economy. 

For these reasons very briefly stated, 
and with assurance that the President ~ 

aware of the textile situation and will 
noL further lower textile tariffs, I am sup
porting H. R. 1 and will vote against the 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
·KEARNEY]. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
·want to speak to you this morning on 
behalf of three divisions of the glove in
dustry, namely, the leather dress-glove 
industry, the fabric dress-glove industry, 
and the knitwool glove and mitten in
dustry, all of which are located in my 
district and, for the most part, are con
centrated in the county of Fulton, New 
York State. 

The fine feather dress-glove industry 
is largely confined to the Fulton County 
area, where practically 100 percent of 
·ladies' leather dress gloves are manu:. 
factured, as well as about ·50 percent of 
men's dress gloves. 

Supporting this industry in this same 
area we have tanners who process raw 
skins into finished leather, all of which 
goes into the manufacture. of gloves. 
Besides this, we have other industries 
such as box and thread manufacturers: 
and many others who are solely depend
ent on the glove industry for their busi-
ness. · 

In the Fulton County area we have bet
ter than 6,500 workers who devote their 
entire time to the manufacture of gloves, 
and who are dependent upon this indus-
try for their livelihood. · 
Th~ problem of the leather-glove in

dustry has been one of imports ever 
~ince its inception; and, from year to 
year, it has never known where its source 

. of competition would be. 
Back in 1934, France was the principal 

supplier, only to be driven out of the 
market by a lower-cost producing coun

. try, Czechoslovakia. 
Since the war new countries have come 

forth; and today we have Italy, France, 
and -GeFmany, all competing in the do
mestic market with our American manu:.. 
facturers. 

Glove manufacturers have never 
. scorned the idea of sharing a portion of 
their market with foreign sources, and 
the nature of the business is such that 
1t lends itself to good, healthy competi
tion. On the other hand, we are aware 
of the fact that wage rates in the glove
producing areas of this country are al
_most five times higher than those of 
foreign producers. . . 

To expect us in: a handicraft industry 
to be five times more eftlcient than our 
·foreign competitors is to expect the im
possible, and is a goal that can never be 
attained. · 

It is the hand labor in the manufac
_ture pf a :tip~ .d:res$ glove that gives it its 
value and prestige -characteristics; and 
·no one as yet ·has ·-tound a way to handle 
·the skin of an animal; which varies in 
'Shape, ·Size, and· weight, just as the skins 
:or human beings would vary, by mass-
.Production methods. · 
._ . I_t is l?~~use Pt this fact that so much 
hand labor i.S involved; . and, with labor 
accounting for 40 percent of-the :cost of 
the direct manufacture of leather gloves, 
you can well understand why we need a 
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compensatory tariff to overcome the dif
ference in the wage structure .. 

The same situation is true in tan
neries. Glove leathers in foreign coun
tries can be produced much ch~aper 
than we can make them; and, inasmuch, 
as we all buy in the same markets and 
have. access to the same raw materials. it 
is this differential in labor rates that 
injures the earning power of manufac-· 
turers and depresses wage-rates. 

I WO'-lld like. to point out here that the 
leather-glove industry, as a whole, is a 
large international trader, purchasing 
over 90 percent of its raw materials from 
foreign sources, and 100 percent of its 
raw materials for fine leather dress 
gloves from foreign countries. 

I ask you to visualize for a ~inute 
c-ommunities such as the cities of Glov
ersville and Johnstown, N.Y., where we 
have approximately 37,000 citizens; and 
almost every one of them dependent in 
one way or another on the fortunes of 
the leather-glove industry. You can 
well understand why I am so concerned 
about H. R. 1, which oontemplates fur
ther reductions in our tariff rates over a 
period of the next 3 years. 

For the most part the industry is made 
up of small units, located strategically 
throughout the cities and the county of 
Fulton, with each area depending on the 
local factories for their work. 

Labor and management are constantly 
in a state of uncertainty, due to the fact 
that neither one knows from month to 
month just what foreign countries are 
going to do to their production, and la
bor never knows what they are going to 
do to employment. The result is that 
management never dares to take upon 
itself a forward planning program, and 
a worker is never sure just how many 
weeks of employment he is going to get 
from year to year. 

It is time, in my opinion, for Congress 
to permit these industries to survive 
which so well typify the American way 
of life, and which have made such great 
contributions not only to the local econ
omy, but to the national economy as 
well. 

The glove industry was called . upon 
during the war years to meet super
human demands and to develop special
ized gloves for every branch of our serv
ices. What a ridiculous position we 

. . would place ourselves in if we were to 
continue building planes, guided mis
-siles, and so forth, and not be able to 
.provide the men with the hand covering 
so necessary to give them maneuver
ability. 

It has been called to my attention 
time and time again how foreign coun
tries get around our tariff rates, and the 
many abuses that are taking place today 
without the proper author.ities taking 
action against them. 

In the same Fulton County area which 
we have mentioned, we have developed 
since 1945 another branch of the glove 
industry, . namely, the manufacture of 
fabric gloves. Today -this industry is 
being jeopardized by having one portion 
of its production cut 50 percent, and that 
is the manufacture of gloves made from 
synthetic fabrics. At the same time, our 
negotiators are .considering further re:
ductions on cotton-fabric gloves. 

CI--110 

, This industry is new to our commu
nity and asks nothing but a chance to 
survive; \>ut nothing puts a damper on 
expansion more than the possible threat 
of being put in deathly competition not 
only with European countries, but with 
the lowest wage-earning country of 
them all, Japan. 

It is well known to this committee that 
our living and wage standards are the 
highest in the world; and to expect us 
to compete with the low standard coun
tries that exist in the Orient, where they 
admit paying less than 12 cents an hour, 
will place our industries in a hopeless 
position. 

In the city of Amsterdam, N. Y., the 
home of the carpet industry, in my dis
trict, the 32d District of New York, the 
industry is practically at a standstill. 
Since the hearings were first scheduled 
on H. R. 1, from the city of Amsterdam·, 
N. Y., alone, I have received approxi
mately 4,000 letters and cards protesting 
the passage of the bill. In addition to 
these, a petition was forwarded to Wash
ington signed by 16,000 residents of the 
county of Montgomery, N. Y., of which 
Amsterdam is the principal city. 

The carpet industry is on a par com
_pared with the leather-glove industry 
and the knit-glove industry as far as 
competition with foreign-made products 
-is concerned. Under the present con
ditions, under present laws, American 
men and wemen cannot be kept at work. 
This is why I am opposed to the passage 
of this bill. I understand that today 
there are approximately 4,000 people out 
of work in the city of Amsterdam, N. Y. 

The knit handwear industry was 
founded in my constituency late in the 
last century. It prospered until the 
mid 1930's. Oriental competition 
·stepped in and pressed it to the wall. 
It was granted relief under the flexible 
provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930. The 
relief was nullified by the import frater
nity, but the industry sustained itself by 
·virtue of the then consumer boycott of 
·Japanese goods resulting from the China 
invasion, which tempered the volume of 
·imports. 

Following World War II, the knit 
handwear industry, with typical Ameri
·can initiative, improved its product, for 
which it attained greater consumer ac
ceptance and a wider market. However, 
American initiative, know-how, and 
greater efficiency were not enough to 
maintain the industry's position in the 
market, once Japanese imports reap

·peared, starting in 1948. 
By 1950, unemployment was wide

spread, and the early demise of the in
dustry was averted by the sudden out:.. 
break of Korean hostilities. The in
dustry then became heavily engaged in 
the production of military handwear, 
·and orders for -civilian merchandise 
suddenly came to life from distributors 
·who feared their import resources might 
'be cut off. ' 

Nevertheless, knit glove imports 
mounted each year, steadily preempting 
more and more of the market at the ex:. 
pense of American labor, until last year 
more companies went out of business and 
more people were unemployed than at 
·any time in ·the· history of the industry. 

. 'Fhe prospects .for ·the -future are even 
worse. Obviously, the need is for great
er, rather than less, tariff protection. -I 
doubt, in such conditions as this, whether 
even tariff rate increases would offset the 
inequities between American and orien
tal wages. I am positive that only a 
quota, equitably arrived at, may be the 
answer-such as is provided in the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951. 

My deep concern for the knit hand
wear industry is keenly augmented by 
one cardinal consideration which tran
scends the social and economic factors 
in such a case. That is the importance 
of this industry to our national welfare. 

Two major products of this industry 
are listed as critical items by the Quar
termaster General of the Army: Glove 
inserts, wool, and mitten inserts, wool, 
:which rank Nos. 5 and 11, respectively, 
on the Quartermaster's list of essential 
cold-weather clothing for class A troops 
:who h,abitually operate in the forward 
lines. Only this industry makes those 
two essential items. No other substitute 
items are available to take their place. 

It is a matter of public reco.rd that this 
industry is suffering an economic hem
orrhage due to inadequate tariff protec
tion. I leave it to your better judgment 
whether this or any similar industry is 
worth maintaining as part of the eco
nomic life of this Nation. By one means 
or another, I submit respectfully, its case 
.should be given the most serious con
sideration in the consideration of this 
bill, which I oppose. 

Surely, in view of the economic condi-: 
.tions existing in the 32d Congressional 
District of New York, which I have the 
honor to represent, no one in his right 
mind could expect that Representative 
to support H. R. 1. ' 

In the city of Schenectady, just to give 
you a further indication of our economic 
conditions, let me say to you that the big 
American Locomotive plant is practicallY" 
closed, with 9,000 American working men 
and women out of work, and the General 
Electric plant has laid off many workers. 

I ask that the bill be defeated. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BowJ. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, .there is 
probably very little new that can be said 
about this proposed legislation from the 
debates that we have heard in the past . 
There is one thing that I find that is 
somewhat new. We find the proponents 
of this legislation at this time suggesting 
that it is the legislation of a very distin
guished and very great President of 
the United States. In the past when we 
·have heard debates on this subject, the 
debate on the other side has apparently 
·been the eulogy of a very distinguished 
former Secretary of State, Cordell Hull. 
·Mr. Chairman, so far as I am concerned 
·you CP nnot change a product or its 
quality by changing the label on the 
·package. 

Mr. Chairman, H. R. 1, the extension 
of the reciprocal trade agreements pro
gram, is a violation of constitutional 
principle as well as of common sense 
economics. I am opposed to this meas
ure, as I have been to the preceding 
measures that established and continued 
·the trade agreement~ program. 
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The authority to levy duties and col
lect tariffs is granted to the Congress in 
the Constitution. Section 8, article 1, 
states: 

The Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises. 

It is, in my opinion, a violation of the 
Constitution for Congress to delegate this 
authority to any other branch of gov
ernment or individual. 

Congress has abdicated its authority 
and responsibility in many ways. during 
the past 20 years, and in every instance 
the difficulties that have . followed upon 
the act have served to demonstrate once 
again the wisdom of those men who, with 
divine inspiration, conceived the great 
document upon : which our Government 
rests. 

The grant of authority to the Presi
dent to establish the conditions of in
ternational trade was wrong constitu
tionally, and experience proves that it 
was wrong economically as well. 

It is wrong economically because it 
ignores the economics of international 
trade. It seeks to make international 
trade an appendage of the political re
lationships between countries, and it 
gives the diplomats life-and-death con
trol over American industries and jobs 
while they pursue what, to them, are 
more important questions of national 
advantage. 

We are living in an era ·when .Ameri
cans · seems to feel that they must in 
some way atone for the energy of their 
ancestors and the natural resources 
which together have given us a pre
eminence among nations. We atone by 
giving away billions of dollars worth of 
our resources-and now, when only the 
diplomats are still in favor of this cash 
giveaway-we are asked to subject our
selves to another sort of giveaway-a 
giveaway of jobs and investment by per
mitting unlimited competition with our 
own products. It is said that we must 
take the lead in establishing a closer un
derstanding-a mutual good feeling
and that to do so, we must bolster the 
economies of foreign nations. We must 
make them more nearly our economic 
equals. 

This is a fine and generous approach 
to international affairs. And we have 
come a surprising long way toward the 
objective. I do not believe we have had 
our money's worth from the $57 billion 
in grants and credits we have lavished 
upon former foe and friend alike since 
June 1, 19,45. . 

We cannot argue with the statistics 
that show their amazing economic re
covery. In every major . industry the 
nations that received our aid are pro
ducing at rates far greater than they 
ever achieved before ·world War II. 
Agricultural production also has ad
vanced to levels never reached before or 
during the war. The economic recov
ery of Europe, due in large measure to 
our assistance, is an accomplished fact. 
I append hereto a chart showing this 
progress. There is every reason to be
lieve that these nations-if they abandon 
internal bickering-if they establish 
sound domestic economic policies-if 
they work hard-can continue their 

progress without further assistance 
from us. 

Certain of our internationalhJts, recog
nizing that it is politically impossible 
to continue the aid program, succeeded 
in selling the slogan "Trade, not aid." 

Americans-Overburdened with debts 
and taxes-assumed to give away $50 
billion in 10 years-found an appealing 
note in the suggestion that by encour
aging trade we could dispense with the 
aid. Few stopped to consider that we 
should and would dispense with aid in 
any case. The quid pro quo idea caught 
their fancies. . 

This was not the case in the hundreds 
of American communities where the 
damage done by former trade conces
sions are apparent. Here the . reaction 
has been different. 

Here there are people out of work, fac
tories closed, investments lost, because 
the fatuous policy of the free traders is 
destroying American enterprise, and in 
these communities we can find two reac
tions. 

The first: Continue aid if necessary 
because aid is a debt upon all the Ameri
can people, as the expense of any for
eign policy should be, rather than a 
penalty on those whose products are in 
competition with cheap imports. 

The second: Bitter rejection of both 
programs and a suggestion that the pol
icy of our country must deal first with 
.the welfare and prosperity ·of .our own 
people. 

If your job is gone, if your invest
ments are lost, if the principal industry 
of your small town is out of business-if 
this occurs and seeking the reason, you 
are told by an official of the United States 
that it was necessary because America 
must encourage imports of a foreign 
competitor, some bitterness surely is ex
cusable. 

If, in addition, the representative of 
your. State Department, a servant of your 
Government paid by the taxes you will 
no longer be able to pay, tells you it hap
pened because you are an inefficient pro
ducer, bitterness is a mild reaction. 

This is going on in America. As a re
sult of 20 years of State Department and 
Executive interference with our tariff 
program, factories and shops are clos
ing, jobs have vanished, investments are 
worthless, and many a small industrial 
city is left without support. 

The representatives of these industries 
trooped before the Ways and Means 
Committee, along with representatives 
of other industries that are just begin
ning to see the handwriting on the wall. 
The mail of every Member of this House 
has contained factual examples of small 
American businesses in dire distress, or 
out of business, because they were 
stripped of. the protection they are en
titled to have from their own Govern
ment. 

Read the list of industries adversely 
affected by cheap imports under the 
trade agreement program. Consider the 
farmers whose products are being forced 
into the surplus commodity cellars of 
our Government because the . diplomats 
want to encourage competitive imports. 
There are few men in this House who 
cannot find a producer back home who is 

economically distressed by reason of this 
program. 
· The most distressing aspect of the sit

uation is that this list grows longer each 
year. Depression and war-inspired mar
kets disturbing the normal order, con
cealed for long years the full import of 
free trade. The first 15 years of the 
reciprocal trade agreement program, a 
period of abnormal world conditions, 
postponed the effects of reduced tariffs 
and inadequate protection. But, as time 
goes on, and as the recipients of our aid 
grow in economic capability, the damage 
to our own producers is becoming greater 
and more apparent. We are beginning 
to realize the full extent of the sacrifice 
we are asked to make in the name of free 
trade. 

This is the sacrifice that we are mak
ing and continue to make each time we 
ignore the Constitution. No true and 
devout Christian will attempt to live his 
life outside the precepts .of the Holy 
Bible. No true and patriotic American 
will attempt to preserve the liberties and 
freedoms of this Nation while violating 
and ignoring the Constitution. 

Every man here knows what has hap
pened to the price of eggs in the face of 
Canadian imports. Eggs are produced in 
every county in America, and almost 
everywhere they are the pin money of 
the farm wife. Eggs are one of the many 

· commodities that have been stripped of 
,protection by reciprocal trade agree-:
·ment. Imports of eggs during the past 
several months have been a factor in 
driving the price down to a point where 
American farmers can ill afford to con
t inue their production. 

Our. coal and oil industries similarly 
are victims of imports encouraged in the 
name of good-neighbor relations. For-:
eign dumping has cut production of 
oil in my own State of Ohio-it has in-:
hibited the development of the vast new 
oilfields in North Dakota and Mon
tana-and it has. thrown thousands of 
coal mine workers out of work all over 
the Nation. Yet we are told that this 
is less important · than the policy of 
maintaining good relations with Vene
zuela. · 

Metal mines all over America are 
closed. I believe there is not a single 
mercury producer in operation in this 
country today. Lead and zinc, copper 
and manganese are in dire straits. Sub-. 
sidy programs are proposed to keep a 
bare minimum of these mines in opera
tion against the day when their produc
tion may mean the difference between 
victory and defeat if the cold war be
comes hot. The simpler, the cheaper, 
the natural solution, as the Tariff Com;.. 
mission recommended in fact--in the 
case of lead and zinc-would be the im
position of a reasonable duty upon 
imports. 

I have copies of the testimony pre
sented to the Ways and Means Com
mittee by the pottery industry. This is 
an industry that comes close to home 
for me. Yet, I read that 86 percent of 
the china tableware purchased in the 
United States is imported and that the 
domestic pottery industry has changed 
from a profitable enterprise in 1948 to a 
losing business in 1954, with many fac.-
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toties closed and inen out · of· work. It 
is interesting to note that nine separate 
reductions have been made in the duties 
upon china tableware since Congress 
abdicated its authority over tariffs and 
authorized the negotiation of executive 
trade agreements. 

An interesting letter was received from 
the manufacturers of shears and scissors .. 
Apparently this industry is just waking 
to the full import of trade agreements. 
We were furnished with copies of letters 
dated last October and November from 
the sales manager of a scissors firm who 
has just learned that Macy's in New 
York is able to sell foreign scissors at 
prices one-half or less than the minimum 
price he can offer. This industry is on 
the rocks. It is very nearly lost. 

Needle files. Perhaps there are some 
who will think that needle files are not 
important. But here is another Amer
ican 'industry that employs American 
men and women and that contributes to 
state, county, and Federal tax revenues; 
Last fall the United States Navy placed 
invitations to bid on 19,440 sets of 5%
inch No. 2 needle files. The lowest 
American bid was $4.45 per set. The 
contract was awarded to a British firm 
bidding $1.85. This sale directly affects 
workingmen in my district. They can
not makes the files at a profit even at 
the $4.45 figure. Are they to be sacri
ficed and their tax dollars spent to im
port competitive British products? 
Under present Executive orders, that iS 
the only outlook they have. 

I am in receipt of a very clear and 
concise statement of the plight of an
other American industry, from Mr. Rob
ert G. Patterson, vice president in charge 
of sales for the Lamson & Sessions Co., 
of Cleveland, Ohio, manufacturers of 
bolts and nuts, which I include as part 
of my remarks: 
Hon. FRANK T. Bow, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: Operating three plants in Ohio 

as we do, the writer is concerned with the 
administration expressed free ~rade policy 
and the fact that Congress has, in effect, re
linquished its control of this vital problem. 
This preliminary statement is made in con
nection with the bolt, nut, headed, and 
threaded products we produce. 

Export of our products, except in emer
gencies, has never been of great importance, 
approximately 4 percent, and up until 1954 
imports were small. Lacking authentic fig
ures, it is impossible to define the impact 
of import.s to our industry. However, the 
follqwing_ figures would prove of interest and 
point up the possible dangers of unrestricted 
importations. 

Foreign bolt and nut products are now 
made on equipment equal to that of United 
States of America producers at wage rates 
approximating the amount per day we pay 
for 2 hours. Our finished product required 
in 1954 51.4 hours per ton produced, thus 
each ton of imported product reduced the 
work for industry employees by 1.28 weeks.' 

For the week ending January 5, 1955 the 
Import Bulletin of the New York Journal of 
Commerce reported imports of our industry 
products from Austria, Belgium, England, 
Germany, Holland, Japan, Switzerland, and 
Sweden. The exact weight is not obtainable, 
but using our average container weight on 
the reported containers, we find an imposing 
figure. The developed figures in the- week 
ending January 5 show products amounting 
to 444.16 weeks of American production or a 

full year of employment for 8.88 men or · 
women. A continuing import rate of like 
proportion would mean 444 less employees in 
our industry. · 

The. ·State Department would, no doubt, 
consider these figu;res insignificant, but our 
industry is relatively small. Using only 2 
percent of the United States of America steel 
production, there probably are not over 
25,000 people employed in the industry. · If 
these workers in our industry would be re
duced by 17.7 percent--for safety let's call 
it 10 percent--such a figure applied to em
ployed personnel in this country would be 
a severe jolt to the much discussed unem
ployment figures. 

The writer does not have a patent answer 
to the problem discussed herein. Tariffs 
cannot be adjusted to meet the growing 
problem, but certainly some equitable limi
tation of allowed imports on a percentage 
basis could be applied. No doubt some other 
industries are threatened in a similar man
ner and it would, therefore, appear that 
Congress should take a realistic viewpoint 
toward the overall subject leading to recov
ery of lost powers and establishing suitable 
controls. 

I would like to register violent oppositioll 
to H. R. 1 now under consideration by the 
House Ways and Means Committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 
ROBERT G. PATTERSON, 

Vice President, Sales. 

Here is a case history by a sound and 
conservative executive, showing exactly 
what free trade means in terms of pros
pective unemployment. 

The sponsors of the reciprocal trade 
agreement program do not deny these 
facts. Some of them, of course, com
plain that the American victims of free 
trade are inefficient producers who 
should either improve or turn to other 
fields of endeavor. Others have gone so 
far as to develop proposed programs for 
the relief of distressed American pro
ducers. Such programs include Federal 
.aid to relocate workers, Federal training 
courses to give them new skills, Federal 
loans to industry to convert to other 
pro.ducts. In other words, the Govern
ment of the United States shall set about 
to destroy certain industries and then 
spend Federal funds to alleviate the dis
tress. Can anything be more ridiculous? 

Apparently certain industries have al
ready been judged and found eligible for 
destruction. Pottery is one. Hand tools 
are another. 

Whoever it is in the State Department 
who has this heady responsibility has de
termined that it is more important to be 
friendly with the Japanese potters .than 
to maintain American industry-more 
desirable to have amicable relation
ships with German tool makers than to 
keep a thriving American business alive. 

Oh, what power the Congress has given 
this arbiter of the fate of American 
business . . Picture his deliberations; con
sider his vast authority; gaze with awe 
upon the functionary who can say that 
the American textile industry is ineffi
cient-it must be sacrificed-off with its 
head. -

Some may say that we do not have 
protection in the escape clause and peril
point provisions of the law. What flimsy 
excuses for the protection this Govern
ment owes itself and its citizens. 

Consider that of 59 escape-clause pro
ceedings, only 15 have resulted in de-

cisions favorable to American industry. 
and in 10 of these the President has seen 
fit to override the advice of the experts 
in favor of the foreign producers. What 
protection is this that relies upon the 
verdict of one man? It is no protection 
at all. 

I know that some of our people have 
been sold the free-trade bill of goods on 
the basis that it means lower prices for 
consumers. Completely ignoring the loss 
of jobs, of taxes, and of other advantages 
that result from local industry, people 
are led to believe that if they can buy 
Japan's pottery cheaper than our own, 
for example, that is to their advantage. 

These arguments are heard time and 
again in relation to every commodity 
about which a question is raised. One 
sometimes wonders who will be left to 
buy the imports, when free trade is an 
accomplished fact and we find that 
cheap labor and lower taxes all over the 
world have put all American industry 
out of business. . · 

Even before that may come to pass, 
American consumers may learn a hard 
lesson about prices and the friendliness 
of foreign nations. We almost learned it 
a few years ago when, with a withering 
wool industry, the victim of cheap im
ports, we found the British Common
wealth holding a virtual monopoly of 
the world's wool supply. Acting in uni
son through the empire pool, the British 
were then in a position to destroy our 
wool industry, and thereafter to set the 
world price at whatever figure they 
chose. 

Do you suppose we would realize low 
prices on wool . if we had none of our 
own? Do you suppose the foreign trad
ers would be gracious and lenient and 
sell it to us for whatever price we might 
offer? Or do you think, as I do, that the 
end result of dependence upon any for
eign source without competitive home 
industry will mean soaring prices and 
far greater cost to all of us. If for no 
other reason than to maintain ·a degree 
of independence and self-sufficiency, we 
need protective tariffs for our producers~ 

Others have been sold the free-trade 
bill of goods on the false impression that 
the United States is a high-tariff coun
try and that we are the obstacle to great
er exchange between nations. This is a 
completely falacious ideal. 

We are now a low-tariff nation. 
Thirty-five of the forty-three principal 
trading nations have higher tariffs than 
we. Not only do other nations of the 
world have higher tariffs, they have a 
great variety of impediments to trade 
ranging from internal currency manipu;. 
lations to outright embargoes against 
American products. I include herewith 
a list of the products which are almost 
completely banned by the 17 most im
portant trading countries. It should be 
a revelation to some who feel that Uncle 
Sam is the evil genie of trade obstruc
tions. 
IMPORTANT UNITED STATF.S PRODUCTS, IMPORTS 

. OF WHICH ARE EXCLUDED OR SEVERELY RE• 
sTRidTED BY THE OPERATION OF IMPORT RE· 
STRICTIONS IN CERTAIN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 
Recent experienoe has been that while 

their importation from the United States is 
not specifically prohibited on a priority basis, 
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the operation of day to day import and ·ex
change quotas and/ or other licensing poli
cies has resulted in no more than small or 
infrequent licensing of the following: 

COUNTRY AND COMMODITY 

Brazil: Assembled automobiles, textile 
fabrics, shoes, hosiery, steel files, and rasps. 

Colombia: Grains; certain dairy products; 
fruits and vegetables; certain meat products; 
certain vegetable fats and oils; sugar; cer
tain tobacco products; hides and skins, cer
tain leather products; assembled automo
biles over 1,240 kilograms in weight, except 
those of 4-wheel drive and except those for 
public transportation; rubber tires for ve
hicles, casing, except specified sizes; coal, 
except anthracite; certain textiles and tex
tile manufactures; certain paper products; 
certain soaps. 

Cuba: None. 
Mexico: Cellophane, powdered eggs, pow. 

dered milk, sulfonated oils. 
Venezuela: Leather footwear. 
Canada: None. 
Belgium-Luxembourg: Assembled auto

mobiles, nylon stockings, coal, automotive 
replacement parts, dressed leather, certain 
machine tools, certain . pharmaceuticals, 
manufactured tobacco products, coated 
abrasives. 

France: Certain fresh fruits; prunes 
(dried) and raisins; typewriters; radio re
ceiving sets, household; vacuum cleaners; 
amateur box-type and folding cameras; mo
tion-picture projectors; motion-picture films 
(not exposed); denta-l metals, precious; me
chanical pencils; fountain pens; office ma
chine ribbons. 

Germany, Federal Republic: Coarse grains: 
flour and milling products; fruits, other 
than citrus and tropical fruits; fish and fish 
preparations; oil cake; leather; furs; wax · 
and paraffine; assembled automobiles; cer
tain rubber articles; certain iron and stee~ 
products. 

Italy: Tires (inner tubes and casings). 
Netherlands: Electrical and mechanical 

refrigerators, washing and wringing ma
chines, cash registers, assembled automo
biles, used bags (jute), compressors, auto
mobile tires and tubes, walnuts, dried apples, 
sa.lmon, soaps and soap powder. 

Switzerland: Trucks, nylon hosiery, parts 
for watches. 

United Kingdom: Assembled automobiles, 
typewriters, canned fruit, canned fish, fresh 
citrus fruits, small tractors, dictating ma
chines. 

India: Assembled automobiles; motors and 
generators of certain types; certain textile 
machinery; industrial sewing machines; cer
tain precision and measuring tools; dairy, 
poultry, and farming appliances, optical and 
other lenses; sheet and plate glass; electric 
bulbs and fluorescent tubes; powdered milk 
in bulk; canned fruits, vegetables and fish; 
cigars, cigarettes, and unmanufactured to
bacco; belt dressing, belt preservatives, and 
leather belting; coal-tar dyes, soaps. 

Japan: Luxury-type consumer goods, lux
ury-type food products. 

Philippines: Edible oils and fats; beer, soap, 
fresh vegetables, rubber-soled canvas shoes, 
cotton weaving yarns, certain cotton manu
factures, certain paper products, incandes
cent and fluorescent bulbs, nails. 

Union of South Africa: Canned foodstuffs, 
fruit juices, beverages, tobacco products, cer
tain textile manufactures, certain electrical 
manufactures, assembled automobiles, cer
tain glass products, rubber tires, certain 
paper products, furniture, certain leather 
manufactures. 
. (NoTE.-The foregoing list covers the ,17 
most important trading partners of the 
United States which cumulatively acco~nt 
for about 75 percent of our exports and 
imports alike.) 

Mr. Chairman, other arguments are 
used. For example, it is said we must 

assist Japan by finding markets for her 
products. But, does this mean that we 
must find those markets in America, at 
the expense of our own industry? Are 
there not many regions of the world 
where the products of Japanese industry 
could ·be used, and more satisfactorily, 
than here? 

If we have a duty to Japan, let us find 
means of developing her trade in the Far 
East, in South America, in Africa-but 
let us give a measure of protection to 
our own industry-and indeed to our 
own consumers who will never really be 
satisfied with the inferior imitative prod• 
ucts of the Japanese. 

I am privileged to represent the 16th 
Congressional District of Ohio, the same 
district represented by our late presi
dent, William McKinley. Looking back, 
I find that many of his ideas on the sub
ject of tariff protection are just as valid 
today as they were in his time. The issue 
has changed but little. 

If anything, the increasing trend 
toward a higher standard of living in 
America as contrasted to the standards 
abroad has accentuated the need for pro
tection since McKinley made the follow
ing speech on the floor of this Chamber 
on May 18, 1888: 

What is a protective tariff? It is a tariff 
upon foreign imports so adjusted as to secure 
the necessary revenue, and judiciously im
posed upon those ·foreign products the like 
of which are produced at home, or the like 
of which we are capable of producing at 
home. It imposes the duty upon the com
peting foreign product; it makes it bear the 
burden or duty, and-as far as possible
luxuries only excepted, permits the non
competing foreign product to come in free 
of duty. Articles of common use, comfort, 
and necessity-which we cannot produce 
here-it sends to the people untaxed and free 
from customhouse exactions. 

Tea, coffee, spices and drugs are such ar
ticles, and under our system are upon the 
free list. It says to our foreign competitor: 
If you want to bring your merchandise here, 
your farm products here, your coal and iron 
ore, your wool, your salt, your pottery, your 
glass, your cottons and woolens-and sell 
alongside of our producers in our marke~s, 
we will make your product bear a duty; 1n 
effect, pay for the privilege of doing it. Our 
kind of tariff makes the competing foreign 
article carry the burden, draw the load, sup
ply the revenue; and in performing this 
essential office it encourages at the same time 
our own industries and protects our own 
people in their chosen employments. That 
is the mission and purpose of a protective 
tariff. That is what we mean to maintain, 
and any measure which will destroy it we 
shall firmly resist; and if beaten on this floor, 
we will appeal from your decision to the 
people, before whom parties and policies 
must at least be tried. 

We have free trade among ourselves 
throughout 38 States and the Territories, 
and among 60 millions of people. Absolute 
freedom of exchange within our own borders 
and among our own citizens is the law of 
the Republic. Reasonable taxation and re
straint upon those without is the dictate of 
enlightened patriotism and the doctrine of 
the Republican Party. 

Free trade in the United States is founded 
upon a community of equalities and rec
iprocities. It is like the unrestrained free
dom and reciprocal relations and obligations 
of a family. Here we are one country, one 
language, one allegiance, one standard of 
citizenship, one flag, one Constitution, one 
Nation, one destiny. 

It is otherwise with i'ol"eign nations, each 
a separate organism, a' distinct and inde
pendent political society, organized for its 
own, to protect its own, and work out its 
own destiny. . 

We deny to those foreign nations free 
trade with us upon equal terms with our 
own producers. The foreign producer has 
no right or claim to equality with our own. 
He is not amenable to our laws. There are 
resulting upon him none of the obligations 
of citizenship. He pays no taxes. He per
forms no civil duties-he is subject to no de
mands for military service. He is exempt 
from State, county and municipal obliga
tions. He contributes nothing to the sup:.. 
port, the progress and glory of the Nation. 

Why should he enjoy unrestrained equal 
privileges and profits in our markets with 
our producers, our labor and our taxpayers? 
Let the· gentleman who follows me answer. 

We put a burden upon his productions
we discriminate against his merchandise be
cause he is alien to us and our interests, and 
we do it to protect our own, defend our own, 
preserve. our own, who · are always with us 
in adversity and prosperity, in sympathy 
and purpose, and, if necessary, in sacrifice. 

That is -the principle which governs us. I 
submit it is a patriotic and righteous one. 
In our country each citizen competes with 
the other in free and unresentful rivalry
while with the rest of the world all are united 
and together in resisting outside competi
tion as we would foreign interference. 

Free foreign trade admits the foreigner to 
equal privileges with our own citizens. It 
invites the product of foreign cheap labor to 
this market in competition with the domes
tic product, representing higher and better 
paid labor. It results in giving our money, 
our manufacturers and our markets to other 
nations, to the injury of our labor, our trades 
people and our farmers. 

Protection keeps money, markets and 
manufacturers at home for the benefit of 
our own people. It is scarcely worth while to 
more than state the proposition that taxa
tion upon a foreign competing product is 
more easily paid and less burdensome than 
taxation upon the noncompeting product. 

In the latter it is always added to the for
eign cost and, therefor.e, paid by the con
sumer; while in the former, where the duty 
is upon the competing product, it is largely 
paid in the form of diminished profits to 
the foreign producer. It would be burden
some beyorid endurance to collect our taxes 
from the products, professions, and labor of 
our own people. 

When McKinley made that speech, 
the Congress still retained its c·onstit_u
tional authority over tariffs. Constitu• 
ents whose industries were threatened 
could come to Congress and could get 
assistance and relief. This is no longer 
the case. 

We have given away our authority. 
We have deprived our- constituents of 
the avenue through which they could 
get assistance. We have given our au
thority to the President and hedged him 
around with diplomatic advisers upon 
whom our American producers can exert 
little, if any, influence. 

What should be a matter of business 
and commerce has been turned into a 
matter of international politics and 
diplomacy. Who can be surprised that 
business suffers. 

I believe that Congress should defeat 
H. R. 1. We should regain our ancient 
and rightful authority in these matters. 
I can see plainly that if this program 
continues the day will soon come when 
so many American industries are facing 
destruction-when the devastation is so 
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widespread-that the majority here will 
have no choice but to embrace again the 
theory of protective tariffs. 

I feel that the situation today is so 
serious that the division in this House 
may be very close, indeed, between those 
who can still theorize about the advan .. 
t ages of friendly intercourse and those 
who are face to face with the facts of 
ruinous foreign competition. Why wait? 
Why increase and prolong the damage to 
our economy? 

We are under no obligation to perpetu .. 
ate the errors of 1934. Indeed, we have 
a mandate to correct them. This is our 
opportunity. The defeat of H. R. 1 
would be a great accomplishment for the 
future welfare of America. 

The European industrial production 
chart follows: 

European industrial production, 1938-53 t 

[Index: 1950=100] 

1938 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 

- - - - - -
Product: Crude steeL ____ __ _ 88 79 92 100 1H 121 119 Coal __ ___ ___ __ __ __ _ 108 90 98 100 105 107 106 

Chemicals_------ -- 71 72 84 100 117 113 130 
E lectric power _____ 57 ~2 88 100 112 119 125 
Textiles __ __ ----- --- 90 80 89 100 194 93 102 
Automobiles ______ _ 63 41 74 100 108 112 127 

Country: 
106 United Kingdom __ 76 87 93 100 104 101 

F rance __ __ ____ _____ 83 90 98 100 111 114 112 
Italy---- --------- -- 79 79 87 100 113 116 127 
Germany_- ------ - - 107 55 79 100 120 128 139 
Netherlands.- ----- 72 81 91 100 104 106 117 Belgium ___________ 81 97 98 100 115 112 112 

1 Complete 1951 figures not yet available. 1st 9 months 
indicate 1954 totals exceed 1953. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair .. 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle .. 
man, from Ohio [Mr. VoRYsl. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I was a 
member of the Randall Commission and 
joined in the recommendations which are 
the basis for H. R. 1. 

My particular interest was the foreign .. 
aid phase of our foreign economic policy. 
There are still a number of countries that 
cannot maintain the military forces they 
are willing to raise and we think they 
should have, without military and eco .. 
nomic aid. Korea and Formosa are 
examples. I want to reduce our aid as 
soon as possible without weakening those 
countries. One way is by increasing 
their trade with us and other countries 
in ways that will not hurt any of us. 

The Randall Commission met for 28 
:days and made 55 specific recommenda
tions. A number of them are being put 
into effect without congressional action. 

Our tariff recommendations are the 
most moderate ever made by such a Com .. 
mission. Certain groups in this country, 
and many foreign countries, wanted us 
to recommend elimination of the peril 
,POint and escape clause, saying these 
subjected would-be importers to uncer .. 
tainties about their future trade. We 
recommended retention of both, to re .. 
duce uncertainties for American busi .. 
nesses about their future trade. 

We recognized that, as long as we have 
protective laws for wages, agriculture and 
commerce, we must retain proportionate 
tariff protection. We therefore put Jim .. 
its on tariff reductions such as have never 
before been included in a trade agree .. 
ments extension._ These suggested limits 
were accepted by the President and are 

contained in H. R. 1. In general, 85 per
cent of the present rate must be retained; 
only 3 annual reductions, of 5 percent 
each, are permitted. 

The President has promised, .as we rec
ommended, that any reductions will be 
moderate, gradual, selective, and recip .. 
rocal. Now some of you may not believe 
President Eisenhower when he says that. 
I believe him. I do not believe that he 
wants to wreck our industries. I think 
he wants the power to negotiate for better 
trade practices among the free nations 
of the world, for the mutual benefit of all. 
We are not a high-tariff country, net. 
We do not use barriers to trade, such as 
quotas, embargoes, blocked currencies 
and other devices, in the way many other 
countries do. However, our foreign trade 
is so gigantic, compared with other coun .. 
tries, that small adjustments in our trade 
can be very influential on the rest. Above 
all, our position of world power and lead .. 
ership gives us tremendous leverage, if 
the general direction of our policy for a 
period of years is made clear. That is 
what H. R. 1 does. 

We have some industries that are being 
hurt by foreign competition now. They 
are losing some exports, and imports are 
cutting into their domestic business. I 
do not think we will help them by de .. 
feating this bill. I doubt if there is any 
special trade law we can pass that will 
help them without doing more harm than 
good. Higher tariffs, quotas, or embar .. 
goes might bring prompt retaliation on 
their products, on other United States 
products, by other countries. 

I think we need to leave such cases to 
the Tariff Commission and the President, 
as provided by H. R. 1. The peril point 
and escape clause will help, but a coun .. 
try that believes in competition cannot 
eliminate all competition, foreign or do
mestic, by passing a law. 

It has been said that we have a con .. 
stitutional question here. Congress has 
the power to levy taxes and· tariff im .. 
posts, and has exercised that power. I 
have long ago decided that the Trade 
Agreements Act, authorizing adjustments 
in tariff rates by the President and Tariff 
Commission, is constitutional. There are 
many fields of Government activity 
which have become too complex and 
complicated for Congress to regulate di .. 
rectly in detail, so Congress sets up stat .. 
utory standards, and delegates adminis .. 
tration of details to executive agencies. 
I have heard Senators and Congressmen 
who participated in the last tariff act 
say, regardless of how they feel on recip .. 
rocal trade, that never again should Con .. 
gress attempt a general tariff revision 
such as Congress made in 1930, because 
the subject has become too complicated. 

In the Randall report, Senator BusH 
and I ft.led a statement-page 63-as 
follows: 

We believe that in negotiating trade 
agreements, our negotiators should consider 
not only substandard and depressed wage 
levels, as described in the Commission's re
port, but also wage differentials, in order to 
protect American labor. 

We have got to think about our work
ers. But in this complex problem, we 
have got to think, not only about im
ports, but about our exports. Four and 

one-third million workers are involved 
in our foreign trade, mostly on exports. 

Ohio industries export about a bil .. 
lion dollars of products per year. About 
300,000 Ohio workers make their living, 
directly or indirectly, from foreign trade. 
About 70 percent are in industries whose 
expott sales exceed similar imports by 
4 to 1 up to 20 to 1. About 6 percent are 
in industries, like glassware, in which 
imports exceed exports. In Franklin 
County, Ohio, my own district, workers 
in businesses and industries that profit 
from exports and imports fa:r; exceed 
those in businesses and industries hurt 
by imports. Of course, we are all part of 
the same community, the same economy, 
and whatever affects one segment affects 
another. We have to think about our 
consumers. There are 164 million of 
them in the United States. Every tariff 
rate which is effective, which holds 
prices up, is a price support we pay to 
American producers. 

On balance, I feel H. R. 1 will furnish 
as much protection as Congress can give 
to all the people of our country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYS] has 
expired. 
. Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CuRTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair .. 
man, I take the floor primarily to dis
cuss a basic amendment I proposed in 
committee to H. R. 1, the extension of 
the Reciprocal Trades Act. Unfortu
nately with the closed rule under Which 
the House in its wisdom, or lack thereof, 
saw fit to consider this far-reaching and 
important legislation, I will not be able 
to offer this amendment for considera .. 
tion of the Committee of the Whole 
House. However, I am hopeful that by 
the time this bill reaches the other body 
my amendment will be well understood 
by the Congress and the people of the 
country, and that the other body will 
adopt this amendment. I am hopeful by 
this tim:e the executive branch of the 
Government will begin to understand 
this amendment and adopt its principle 
and help instead of hinder its passage. 
If this happens, then it is important that 
the Members of the House know what 
the amendment is, so that if it is part of 
the c.onference report, they will be aware 
of what they will be called to vote upon. 

Before I proceed to the amendment 
itself I want to discuss briefly some of 
the procedures that have been used in 
considering H. R. 1 in the House Ways 
and Means Committee and here on the 
floor of the House. I dislike the task of 
criticizing my own c'ommittee for the 
procedures it has followed, but if such 
procedure is improper and not conducive 
to good legislation, as I believe is the 
case, it will be only corrected in the fu .. 
ture if it is pointed up in the present. 

The House Ways and Means Commit .. 
tee finished lengthy and rather exhaus .. 
tive hearings on H. R. 1 at 7:30 p. m., 
Monday, February 7, 1955. On Tuesday, 
the chairman of the committee called an 
executive session of the committee and, 
without explaining his program, pro .. 
ceeded to start reading the bill for 
explanation. On Tuesday, February 8, 
1955, the House had on the floor for 
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passage one of the most important bills 
of this session, the extension of the se .. 
lective Service Act. I was deeply inter .. 
ested in this piece of legislation and felt 
as a Member of Congress. I should be on 
the floor to follow it. In spite of the sug
gestion that the committee suspend its 
executive session during the House ·ses
sion the chairman announced that not 
only was it his intention to not suspend 
but that he fully expected to have the 
bill passed out of committee by Wednes .. 
day evening. As most Members will re .. 
call, the House and Senate were to be in 
a period of agreed recess from Wednes
day, February 9, to February 16, so that 
the Republican Members could fulfill 
their commitments to speak around the 
country at Lincoln Day observances in 
accordance with custom and tradition. 
The bill was .rushed through and passed 
out on Thursday. 

There was no reason for rushing the 
passage of H. R. 1 without full considera
tion by the committee. The Reciprocal 
Trade Act has several months left before 
expiration and even an interim period 
between extensions has no actual effect. 
There could not possibly be proper con .. 
sideration without the Members having 
the opportunity of reviewing the hear
ings and in particular reviewing the 
statements that were to be supplied for 
the hearing by various members of the 
administration as requested by members 
of the committee at the time these ad
ministration spokesmen testified. I had 
requested considerable additional data 
from the various Cabinet offi.cers and 
other high administrative officials about 
important details of the administration 
of the Reciprocal Trade Act and how it 
had operated over a period of time. The 
hearings will show the type of informa
tion I reqt;.ested and the value of the in
formation that was so supplied. Yet 
this information was of no possible value 
to the commitee in its executive session 
because of this undue haste. 

Furthermore, without proper notifica .. 
tion to the members of the committee 
of what the procedure was to be in mark
ing up the bill, many members, myself 
included, were not ready with amend
ments they had in mind. I had intended 
discussing the amendment I did offer 
and the one which I will discuss here 
today with the proper offi.cials in the 
executive department, but due to the 
shortage of time I had no opportunity 
to do so. 

I want to call the Members' attention 
to the data contained in the. commit
tee's report from pages 36 to 86 under 
the heading "Appendixes." This data 
is important data which should have 
been available to the committee before 
we began questioning the administra
tion witnesses so that we could ask ques
tions concerning it. The first I, and I 
believe any member of the committee, 
saw of this data was when we read the 
committee report along with the other 
Members of the Congress. However, this 
data placed in the report carries the im
plication that it was matter considered 
by the committee and about which the 
committee asked questions of the ad
ministration witnesses. As a matter· of 
fact, it was just this type of informa
tion I asked to be provided by the ad-

ministration witnesses because their 
statements before the committee were 
couched in the most general terms with 
little or no specific information. Hav
ing to ask the witnesses to supply the 
information later, of course, prevented 
the members from interrogating the wit
nesses about the accuracy or meaning 
of the information. Certainly the data 
in the appendix was never subjected to 
scrutiny nor questioning by the commit
tee. 

There have been considered state
ments made to the effect that the Ran
dall Commission study and report was 
not so much a study as it was a pro
cedure to bring together such evidence 
as might be available to support the 
preconceived notions of the majority of 
the Commission. Having read the Ran
dall Commission report carefully and 
what testimony was available, I regret
fully come to the conclusion that these 
charges are well founded. I say regret
fully because I have the highest regard 
for the individual members of this Com
mission and I am convinced of their sin
cerity and their profound belief that 
they are acting in the best interests of 
our country. However, I am convinced 
that the best interests of our country 
are only served by fairly and hqnestly 
studying the issues of the day and by 
not reaching conclusions before studies 
are made. Certainly the best interests 
are not served by a commission, directed 
to make a study and report when it fails 
to do so. 

I mention the Randall Commission 
study and report because the identical 
pattern has been followed by the Ways 
and Means Committee in its hearings and 
executive sessions on H. R. 1. It is im
portant that the Members of this Con
gress, to whom we as a committee are 
responsible, know that we as a commit
tee did not make a real study of these 
problems. The approach was one of pre .. 
conceived notions and the hearings, as 
nearly as I can judge, were mere window 
dressing so that the majority of the com
mittee could state that everyone who 
wanted to be heard was heard. But, my 
colleagues, it is no hearing if the ears are 
deaf, it is no executive session writing 
up the bill if you have to spend your 
efforts trying to persuade 13 proxies in
stead of 13 colleagues present and paying 
attention to the language of the bill. 

There is a deadening and dangerous 
attitude in the Government here in 
Washington which has us go through the 
motions of the constitutional legislative 
process when what truly has occurred is 
that a very small group of persons in the 
Executive Department have already 
made the decisions and written the legis
lation. We are then just going through 
the formalities or the ritual, if you please, 
of a Republican society. 

What, indeed, _ was the purpose o{ the 
closed rule? Was it indeed as the gentle .. 
man from Texas [Mr. RAYBU:RN] said, 
when he stepped down from the Speaker's 
chair to exercise his prerogative as a 
Member to discuss the issue, because .it 
was traditional and necessary to have a 
closed rule on a piece of legislation like 
H. R. 1? I respectfully disagree with the 
gentleman from Texas. It is true that 
tax legislation and tariff legislation have 
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come out under closed .rules and, much 
as I dislike closed rules, there is reason 
and understanding behind this tradition. 
The gentleman from Texas gave the 
reasoning-it is to prevent logrolling. 
Bitter experiences in .the long ago past 
when taxes or tariffs came out under 
open rules were called to our attention. 
But, my colleagues, the Reciprocal Trade 
Act is not tariff legislation in the true 
sense of the word. It is procedural legis
lation setting up the manner in which 
tariffs are to be written. It is legislation 
delegating power to the executive branch 
of the Government and to the Tariff 
commission-an arm, I might state, pri
marily of the Congress. Now in writing 
procedural legislation there is no reason 
for a closed rule. Certainly the reasons 
applicable to tax and tariff legislation 
have no bearing on procedural legislation. 
There is every reason why procedural 
legislation indeed should always come 
out under a very open rule. Now it is no 
argument to say that specific tariff or 
quota amendments could be offered to 
H. R. 1, because it would have been quite 
easy for the Rules Committee to have 
given a rule with that specific restrictive 
feature in it. No, my colleagues, the 
reason for the closed rule, in my opinion, 
is the same as the reason for the closed 
minds of the majority of the Randall 
Commission and the closed minds of the 
acting majority of the Ways and Means 
committee. The reason is that these 
people whose directions are being fol .. 
lowed, whoever they are, think that they 
know what is best for our beloved coun
try, and, I say, perhaps they do. But I 
say if what they think is best for our 
country is so surely right why are they 
unwilling to submit their reasons and 
their facts to honest study and public 
scrutiny and true debate? 1 

I personally think that this group, who
ever they are, are tragically wrong and 
in their willfulness truly dangerous to the 
welfare of our country. Sooner or later 
the people of this country must rise up 
and ask that honest forthright studies 
be made · and true debate be had on this 
matter or else I fear we will end up in 
disaster. 

I think I can bring out these thoughts 
in discussing the amendment I had pro
posed to the bill and which the admin
istration spokesmen stated was right in 
objective, as had the Randall Commis
sion, but so delicate to handle that noth .. 
ing could be done about it. I hope you 
will consider it and make up your own 
mind upon its practicality, I 

You will notice that the plea for my 
amendment is largely based upon the 
same premises professed by those who 
want H. R. 1, as is, unchanged, that is, 
to increase world trade, to build the econ
omies of the nations outside the Iron 
Curtain, to make friends of the people of 
these nations and to check Communist 
infiltration into those countries. I 
charge that the policies we have followed 
in the immediate past have not increased 
world trade as it could be increased, have 
not built the economies of these nations 
as they should have been built and, in
deed, have not generated the real friend
ship of the peoples of these countries, nor 
have they stemmed Communist infiltra
tion into the~e countries. 
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I had the Legislative Reference Service 

of the Library of Congress collect some 
data for me about the countries abroad 
from which I derive the following con
clusions. There are 71 countries outside 
the iron curtain which we erroneously 
refer to as the "free" world. Of these 
71 nations 49 of them are outwardly or 
actually dictatorships or close oligarch
ies and the majority of them cannot 
even pass under the term benevolent dic
tatorships. Of the remaining 22 nations, 
most of them truly have some claim to 
the adjective "free" as far as their po
litical governments are concerned, but, 
certainly as far as the economic control 
of several of them is concerned, it is 
oligarchic and a small percentage of the 
nation is living off the backs of the other 
99 percent. Fifteen of the dictatorships 
of the 49 have a per capita gross national 
product of less than $100. Eleven less 
than $200; 10 less than $300 and only 2 
more than $500. Compare this with the 
United States per capita gross national 
product of $2,233 and you begin to get 
the picture. Of the 22 nations which 
have some real claim to freedom, elim
inating those which are tied up in an 
economic oligarchy, there is not 1 with 
a per capita gross national product below 
$500. And many of them are above 
$1,000. The highest is Canada with 
$1,625. 

Now I wish we had the studies avail
able of the internal economies of these 
allegedly free countries just to see what 
the spread of wealth actually is as far as 
the bulk of the people of each country is 
concerned. This is the data we must 
know if we are truly going to do some
thing to raise the economy of these coun
tries. This is the l{ind of data the Ways 
and Means committee should have been 
getting and studying. . 

Surely we should know by now that 
merely increasing trade with country X 
which goes into the pockets of dictator Y 
and his henchmen does not make friends 
of the people of country X for us. Quite 
the contrary, the people could say, and 
with some truth, that we help keep dic
tatorY on thei backs and the Commu
nists you may res.t assured play this 
theme for all it is worth. And a look at 
the world today should surely tell us that 
this line has met with some success. 
"Yank go home" has a basic meaning 
which we are foolish to ignore and not 
try to understand. 

My amendment proposes reciprocal 
trade in the purest meaning of that 
phrase. For, in this plan, reciprocity 
means that all participants in trade 
agreements-the nations, the industries 
and the workers-share the benefits. 

It is a simple plan. The exact lan
guage of the amendment is as follows: 

On page 1 at line 5 after section 2 insert 
"A"; at line 9 after the period insert the 
following: 

"(B) No reduction in any rate of duty or 
binding of any customs or excise treatment 
or other concessions hereafter proclaimed 
under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
as amended, or under section 5 of this act 
shall apply to any import within the product 
class on which the concession has been 
granted, in the production of which any em
ployee was employed at wages at an hourly 
rate less than the minimum rate in effect in 
the United States under section 6 of the Fair 

Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended (29 
sec. 206) , at the time of the production of 
said import provided, that the President may 
provide by Executive order with respect to a 
trade agreement that during the first 36 
months after such agreement becomes effec
tive it may apply to imports in the produc
tion of which employees were employed at 
less than such minimum rate by the rates 
prescri-bed therein which shall be not less 
than 60 percent of such minimum rate for 
an initial period of 12 months, not less than 
70 percent of such minimum rate for an 
immediately ensuing period of not more than 
12 months, and not less than 80 percent of 
such minimum rate for the remainder of 
such 36 months or such part thereof as the 
President may prescribe. 

"(C) The President is hereby authorized 
to delegate to such Federal official or officials, 
or agency or agencies, as he deems appro
priate all functions incidental to carrying out 
subsection (B) of this act, and to promul
gate such rules and regulations as he deems 
necessary for its administration. The deter
mination of the United States equivalent of 
wages paid in foreign currencies shall be cal
culated on the basis of the paying rate on 
New York as proclaimed by the Federal Re
serve Bank of New York. 

"(D) With respect to foreign trade agree
ments entered into prior to the effective date 
of this act under section 350 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, any reduction in a 
rate of duty, or binding of any customs or 
excise treatment or other concession shall be 
made only in conformity with the policy es
tablished in subsection (B) of this act, un
less authorized by the provisions of section 
350 of the Tariff Act of 1930 as such provi
sions existed on January 1, 1955." 

But let us translate that a little dif
ferently. 

In effect, the amendment states that 
foreign producers who want to reap the 
lush benefits of the United States mar
kets must qualify by passing on a part 
of those benefits to their workers by pay
ing wages pegged to the legal minimum 
wage scale of American workers-the 
workers with whom they are competing. 

It is that simple. It requires no charts 
or graphs for complete understanding. 
No high-domed economists are required 
to explain its operation. It is a 2+2=4 
equation. · -

A CHAIN REACTION OF BENEFITS 

The idea embodied in the amendment 
is simple, but it has the ability of setting 
off chain reactions that could affect the 
economic and political welfare of the 
world. One needs to dwell only briefly 
upon the far-reaching implications of 
the amendment to understand the con
tributions it could make toward perpe
tuating the American way of life at 
home, and to disseminating its advan-
tages abroad. -

Let us take a look at what happens 
when you raise the wages of foreign 
workers so they are more in line with the 
legal American minimum scale. The 
chain reaction is something like this: 

First. American business and labor get 
protection from the unfair competition 
which stems from foreign manufactur
ers' Dark Ages policy of paying sweat
shop wages. 

Second. Foreign workers, with their 
wages, increased, have greater buying 
power. can enjoy a standard of living 
more like our own. 

Third. Foreign manufacturers feel the 
effects of the increased buying power, 
find an overexpanding market among 

the workers who now must spend most of 
their wages for bare necessities of life. 

Fourth. United States manufacturers 
also benefit from the increased income 
of foreign workers, finding broader mar
kets for exported goods. 

Fifth. Communism, which feeds on 
the unrest caused by the unfulfilled de
sires of the have-nots, finds its economic 
doctrine has little appeal in nations 
where workers are well paid and share 
more of the fruits of their own labor. 
WILL THE PLAN CHANGE THE FOREIGN PICTURE? 

You may ask: "Why do you think the 
plan would work in foreign countries just 
because the capitalistic system has 
proved so successful in raising the living 
standard in the United States?" 

Why not? America's high living 
standard today is based entirely upon 
the basic principle provided in the 
amendment: The principle that only by 
providing the vast majority means of 
buying products it produces can a society 
experience a high level of prosperity. 

It might be said that Americans 
learned this the hard way. Today our 
workers ride to their jobs in automobiles, 
while those of foreign lands either walk 
or ride bicycles. Per capita, our owner
ship of telephones, radios, televisions is 
the greatest in the world; Americans en
joy better housing, more food, a greater 
variety of clothing and other goods than 
our foreign friends. 

But this has not always been so. The 
system that now spells prosperity has not 
always existed, nor did it flower over
night. A century ago the disparity be
tween great wealth and miserable pov
erty was as great here as anywhere. Men 
were exploited and the fruit of their 
labor was scant. But gradually, in re
sponse to the efforts of far-sighted labor 
leaders and with the aid of constructive 
legislation, there emerged a new day 
when workers began to share more 
equitably in the goods they produced. 
There evolved a new way of life. It 
should be safeguarded; it should be 
shared. 

WHAT KIND OF PROTECTION? 

Americans have no monopoly on pro
ductive brains and inventive genius. 
Those who believe that efficient and 
highly mechanized production tech
niques are unknown anywhere else 
should stop deceiving themselves. The 
truth is that dozens Of blue-chip Ameri
can manufacturers are adopting foreign
developed processes and methods because 
of their efficiency. 

Since foreigners employ the same pro
duction techniques and machinery that 
our manufacturers do, they suffer no dis
advantage on a competitive basis-nor do 
they have any great advantage in pro
duction costs, except in the wages paid 
the people who produce the goods. 

"But," you may ask, "can foreign 
manufacturers afford to meet the United 
States legal minimum wage?" 

The amendment would work no hard
ship. It does not even insist that foreign 
manufacturers pay the current United 
States legal minimum Of 75 cents an 
hour-the amount now held fair in this 
country for the unskilled services of a 
messenger boy-much less the much 
higher wages voluntarily oaid by most 
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American industries. The amendment 
provides that the first year the plan goes 
into effect, foreign manufacturers could 
qualify for trade concessions by paying 
only 60 percent of the American mini
mum, and that the scale would rise to 70 
percent of the legal minimum wage the 
second year and to 80 percent the third 
year. 

Does not that seem fair? Is there any 
reason why a foreign manufacturer, sell
ing in the American market, should not 
pay at least 60 percent of the American 
legal minimum wage when he is making 
products on the same machinery and 
using the same methods employed by our 
industries? 

America's belief in a high standard of 
wages is written into law. The Fair 
Labor Standards Act prescribes that all 
concerns doing business in interstate 
commerce must pay a minimum wage of 
75 cents an hour. The law does not 
state that only companies located in a 
high-rent area must pay such a wage. 
A company located in Mississippi must 
meet that minimum wage just the same 
as a company located in New York. The 
law does not say that only companies who 
can afford to pay workers 75 cents an 
hour need pay it. If a concern cannot 
afford to pay the minimum, it must close 
its doors, or restrict its business within 
boundaries of the State. 

HOW FOREIGN WORKERS WOULD BENEFIT 

Trade agreements based on conven
tional provisions-those of raising or 
lowering the rate of tariff-invariably 
work a hardship on at least one of the 
participants. Under a protective tariff 
imposed by the United States, foreign 
exporters are frustrated in their efforts 
to expand into our markets; under a low 
tariff scheme, United States industry 
suffers. 

Under neither plan, however, do any 
of the benefits go to labor. 

Under the plan proposed in this 
amendment, labor would reap all the 
benefits. Wages would be increased in 
industries which make products to sell in 
the United States. , As the income of 
workers rose and buying power in
creased, the benefits would be passed on 
to management. 

It took a great American industrialist, 
Henry Ford, to drive home the logic of 
that truism-that higher wages created 
more buyers for hfs own products. One 
day he announced he would pay his 
workers the unheard of minimum wage 
of $5 a day. The whole idea was de
nounced as impractical and ruinous. It 
was prophesied freely that Ford would 
go broke. In answer to all the criticism, 
Mr. Ford simply said: 

If I pay my men at least $5 a day, they can 
buy my Fords. 

Perhaps he would have gone broke if 
·it had not been for the labor ·shortage 
brought about by World War I. Certain
ly it is risky business for one manufac
turer to be far out of line in his costs with 
others. But the plan worked, and it gave 
other manufacturers a new idea. And 
sales managers suddenly discovered mil
lions of prospects who had more money 
than that required for subsistence. 

Today our supersalesmen of television 
and radio do not air their pitch at the 

few who live in high-price neighbor· 
hoods, but to the millions who earn their 
living in factories and offices and live on 
medium-bracket streets. 

One of the greatest fallacies of our 
day is held by those who advocate giving 
foreign businessmen even freer .access 
to our markets by yet more r~ductions 
in our tariffs. For some unsupported 
reason they seem to believe the profits 
will somehow filter down as higher wages 
and better living standards to foreign 
workers. Business history has not borne 
this out. The truth is that the employ
ers, themselves, reap the benefits. Prof
its of 30 percent and even more are not 
uncommon. But the workers-the pro
ducers-are compelled to subsist on 
sweat-shop wages, the prey to any argu
ments made by Communist agitators who 
hold out hope of improved living con
ditions. 

To conclude, it appears that the solu
tion to many of our problems is simple: 

Let any further concessions in United 
States tariffs be made contingent upon a 
foreign producers willingness to pay the 
prescribed percentage of the legal mini
mum wage which American manufac
turers must pay under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act. 

The Randall Commission Report said 
it was too difficult and too delicate a 
matter to handle. The administration's 
approach as expressed by its spokesmen 
before our committee was the same. The 
Assistant Secretary of state in charge 
of trade treaty negotiations, statements 
in executive session before our commit
tee clearly revealed that the State De
partment does not put the question of 
labor differential on the agenda for dis
cussion in negotiating our trade agree
ments. 

The Assistant Secretary of State said 
in answer to my questioning of whether 
they consider the wage differential in 
their negotiations: "Oh, yes; we con
siGer it." 

I said: "Well, do you discuss it with 
them?" 

He said: "No; we do not discuss it but 
we consider it." 

I said: "How can you consider some
thing if you do not discuss it?" 

He had some reply which, frankly, 
made no sense to me then nor, on reflec
tion, now. 

My answer to the State Department 
is, The only difficulty is that apparently 
they have done no thinking on the sub
ject and no attempt has been made to 
find a solution. I think-the amendment 
I propose is practical, sensible, and will 
produce results. Let them spell out why 
it is not. I think this amendment, if 
passed, would be hailed worldwide, even 
behind the Iron Curtain countries, as the 
first real indication in some time that 
the United States is really concerned 
about exporting liberty and the freedom 
t .:> pursue happiness beyond her borders. 
If this is interference with foreign coun
tries' affairs, as the State Department 
suggests, I say let's have more of this 
kind of interference and less of the kind 

·of interference we have _been indulging 
in in the past few _ decades. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from west 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I seldom 
take the time of this House but, upon 
a few occasions, I have tried to call to 
the attention of the membership the 
conditions . which ar:e prevalent in my 
district, the largest coal-producing dis
trict in the United States, and which 
exist throughout West Virginia and, 
likewise, in the other coa~-producing 
States. There is a written law, how
ever, in the book of Ecclesiastes which 
~ays: 

To everything there is a season, and a 
time to every purpose under the heaven; 
a t ime to be born, and a time to die * • • 
a time to keep silence, and a time to speak. 

If there were ever a time to speak, it 
is upon an occasion such as this when 
we are considering legislation so vital 
to the interests and the welfare of our 
country and its people. 

I am sorry that H. R. 1 has been 
brought before the House under a closed 
rule, depriving the membership of the 
opportunity to work its will and its way 
upon what might very well be the most 
important piece of legislation we shall 
consider during this session. During the 
hearings on this bill, I appeared before 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means and urged that amendments be 
adopted so as to provide protection for 
-our industries and the people who work 
in them . . I also appeared before the 
House Committee on Rules and asked 
that H. R. 1 be brought to the House 
under an open rule. It is here before 
us under a gag rule. 

Today we shall make a decision, and 
it will be a decision from which we can
not retreat. It is one with which we 
shall have to live for a long, long time. 

Brutus in the great tragedy, Julius 
Caesar, said : 
There is a tide in the affairs of men, 
Which, taken at the fiood, leads on to for-

tune; 
Omitted, all the voyage of their life 
Is bound in shallows, and in miseries. 
On such a full sea are we now afioat; 
And we must take the current when it serves, 
Or lose our ventures. 

Today we are upon that very sea, and 
either we shall pass this legislation 
which will continue to deny protection 
to· our own people and our industries, or 
we shall stand with the courage we 
should have as men and vote to send 
this nefarious piece of legislation back 
to the committee, where there can be 
·written into it provisions which will ade
quately protect our industries and which 
will terminate, once and for all time, the 
present setup under which the President 
is making a joke out of the escape clause. 

I have listened to the arguments of 
those who are in favor of passing this 
bill in a hurry. I say there is no hurry. 
The present act does not expire until 
June. There is plenty of time. Other 
less important bills have come before 
'this House under an open rule. Why 
can we not have an open rule upon this 

·most important piece of legislation? We 
·Members of this House should assume 
the responsibility that is ours under the 
Constitution and take the time, because 
so very much is in the balance. 

Someone said yesterday that the great 
John C. Calhoun would turn over in his 
grave if he could know the arguments 
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of those Members · who were pleading 
for an open rule, and if he co~ld hea:r 
those who were opposed to passmg thiS 
legislation in its present. form. . . 

Now if we are going to mvoke the spirit 
of tho;e great statesmen who have joined 
"the innumerable caravan which moves 
to that mysterious realm," we migh~ de
tect some uneasy stirrings "in the silent 
halls of death" and across the years 
Webster's words which appear upon the 
wall of this Chamber might fall upon our 
ears in thunderous tones; 

Let us develop the resources of our land, 
call forth its powers, build up its institutions
promote all its great interests and see 
whether we also in our day and generation 
may not perform something worthy to be 
remembered. 

But let us not dwell in the dying embers 
of the past. "No man, having put his 
hand to the plow, and looking back,. is 
fit for the kingdom of God." Jesus said, 
"Let the dead bury their dead." I exhort 
you to "choose you this day whom ye 
will serve; whether the gods which your 
fathers served that were on the other 
side of the flood," or the America and 
the people of today and the days to come. 

Those who maintain that H. R. 1 
should not be amended make the argu
ment that to amend the bill wou~d en
danger the economies of our allies. I 
agree that our allies must be strong e?~
nomically if they are to be strong mili
tarily, but I am not in favor of str~ngth
ening their e~onomies if by so domg we 
weaken the economy and the military 
potential of this Nation. 

Who is there in this Chamber today 
who can assure me that in the event .of 
atomic war, our allies will not p~oclarm 
themselves neutral in order to avoid total 
destruction? I believe that in the event 
of another war, America will ~ave to, 
in the final analysis, defend ~ts own 
shores with its own guns and Its own 
blood. I, for one, am in favor of look
ing after America's defenses and the 
economy of this country first, last, and 
all the time. But I am persuaded to 
believe that our country's military might 
is being imperiled as a result of the 
threat posed to our industrial mech
anism by excessive imports of cheap for
eign gas. 

our production techniques have been 
the envy of the world, and in less than 
200 years this Republic has become. the 
brightest star in the galaxy of natwns. 
This ascendancy to supreme greatness 
did not come about by chance. It ~as 
the result of God-given resources which 
could be developed through the wisdom 
of men and women who placed the we~
fare of their country above all else. Their 
vision, their talents, their fortunes, a.nd 
their patriotism have all blended to give 
this generation the most wonderful 
country in any age. But, my fellow 
countrymen, America's sun may be 
swept from its zenith to set forever be
yond the hills of time if we act care
lessly and unwisely during one of des
tiny's golden moments. 
I saw them tearing a building down. 
A group of men in a busy town. 
With a hey, hi, ho, and a lusty yell, 
They swung a boom and the side wall fell. 
1 said to the foreman, "Are these men skilled, 
The type you would hire if you had to build?" 

He laughed ahd then he said, "No, indeed, 
just common labor is all I need. 

I can easily wreck in a day or two 
That which takes builders years to do." 
I said to myself, as I walked away, 
Which of those roles am I going to play? 
Am I a builder who works with care, 
Building my life with the rule and square? 
Am I shaping my deeds by a well laid plan, 
Patiently building the best I can? 
Or am I a worker who walks the town, 
Content with the labor of tearing down? 

· Through the long years, the American 
people have built the greatest Nation on 
the face of the earth, the greatest in any 
age, and it takes only a day to ruin ~hat 
magnificent edifice. I sincerely beheve 
that the building is being threatened to
day bY legislation such as the bill before 
us. Shakespeare, in that eminent work 
of genius, MacBeth, placed upon the lips 
of Malcolm these words: 

I think my country sinks beneath the yoke. 
It weeps, it bleeds, and each new day a gash 
is added to her wounds; 

As I think about my great State of 
West Virginia and the other industrial 
States of this Nation, I hope that we to
day will not add to their wounds a mor
tal blow. 

Throughout the coalfields of my State, 
and of Pennsylvania, Kentucky, and all 
the other great producers, are idle tip
ples, idle railroad cars, deserted shafts, 
and mine after mine closed down. Dur
ing the past 3 years at least 150 commer
cial mines have closed in the State of 
West Virginia, idling thousands of min
ers. Add to these the thousands who 
depend on coal for a livelihood-railroad 
workers, storekeepers, service-station 
owners, and a host of others, and we be
gin to get some picture of a real depres
sion in coal-producing areas. 

I live in the Beckley area of West Vir
ginia, and in that area alone, the per
centage of total employment as repre
sented by mining has declined 43 percent 
from that of 1 year ago. Practically 
all of the unemployed are men who are 
over 45 years of age, with none other 
than mining experience, a fact which in 
many instances precludes them from 
finding employment elsewhere. A re
cent report shows 3,500 persons a month 
exhausting their unemployment benefit 
payments in my State, and many indi
viduals passed this point of exhausted 
benefits months ago. 

On January 1 of this year, 223,847 peo
ple in West Virginia were depending upon 
the Government surplus food commodi
ties for survival, and the figure is in
creasing at the rate of 10,000 each 2 
weeks I have been informed. School 
lunch' programs have been seriously af
fected in these mining areas, as more 
and more children of unemployed work
ers are forced to depend upon free school 
lunches. Many requests are being re
ceived by teachers for clothing to keep 
children warm. The situation, in many 
instances, is desperate, to say the least. 

Mr. Chairman, throughout many 
months I and other Members of Con
gress hli.ve offered evidence of rising un-
employment, hunger, and destitution in 
coal-producing States. Our arguments 
have gone for naught. If the attitude 
we have met continues to prevail, I as
sume that to offer further evidence 

would be ''love's labor lost." Some may 
say that the difficulties confronting these 
people are so provincial as to be excluded 
from consideration in a program devoted 
to international trade policies, but there 
are other aspects of the damaging im
pact of foreign residual which cannot be 
looked upon sectional pr.oblems. Coal 
mining and railroading are as essential 
to the conduct of a mobilization program 
as are aircraft industries, munitions 
works, and shipbuilding. Coal mines 
and railroads cannot survive under a sys
tem which demands that they operate 
like a stop-and-go traffic light-on again, 
off again, on again, gone again. The 
caution light is now burning and, unless 
the rail and coal industries are given 
consideration in the immediate future, 
the red light may be on when this Na
tion's security is in jeopardy and these 
great basic industries are called upon 
once more to deliver the goods. 

My friends, the time has come when 
we must think uppermost of the welfare 
of our native land, and the well-being of 
its people, the men and women who with 
their sweat and blood and tears and 
fortunes have made this country the 
land of the free and the home of the 
brave. If we must be our brother's 
keeper, let us think of our brothers here 
before we think of our brothers abroad 
who may or may not be counted upon to 
help us in our hour of need. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman on my left, in charge .o~ the 
time, permit me to have 3 additiOnal 
minutes? 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man I yield 3 additional minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, perhaps 
my thoughts can best be illustrated 
by Edwin Markham's Parable of the 
Builder in which he told the story of a 
certain rich man who had it in his heart 

· to do good. One day he was walking 
over his broad estate and he came upon 
a little hut in the valley in which lived 
a poor carpenter with a large family. 
The rich man out of compassion sum
moned the carpenter to his home the 
following morning and laid before him 
the plans for a beautiful building. The 
rich man said, "I want you to build me 
a house just like this one, over on the 
mountain overlooking the sea. I want 
you to put into it the finest of materials 
and the best of workmanship, because 
I want it to be a good house." 

With that he went away and left it all 
to the builder. After he had gone, the 
builder thought it over, and he said to 
himself, "This is my chance." So he put 
into the building the cheapest of ma
terials and the poorest of workmanship, 
in order that he might have more money 
for himself. At length the rich man re
turned. The carpenter walked up to 
him and offered him the keys, and as he 
did so, he said, "That is a fine house I 
built for you over on the hill." 

"Good," said the rich man. "I am 
glad that it is a good house, because I 
have intended all along to give it to you 
when it was finished. The house is 
yours." 
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The carpenter walked away broken-· 
hearted. How industriously he had 
been cheating himself. As he walked 
away, he said over and over again to 
himself, "Oh, if I had only known that I 
was building for myself." 

Each of us is working on a building. 
It is the building of America. Shall we 
build wisely or foolishly? Let us build 
carefully lest in the end we find, like Ed
win Markham's carpenter, when it is all 
too late, that we have been cheating our
selves. · 

Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
poem in no vein of lightness, but, rather, 
in a spirit of sincerity and deep purpose. 

May it leave an indelible impression 
upon the minds and hearts of all as we 
prepare to make our decision: 
When you .get all you want in your struggle 

for pelf, · 
And the world makes you king for a day, 

Then go to the mirror and look at yourseli · 
And see what that, has to say. 

For it isn't your father, your mother, or wife 
Who judgment upori you must pass,· 

But the fellow whose verdict counts most in 
your life 

Is the old boy looking back from the glass. 

lie's the fellow to please, never mind all the 
rest 

For he's with you clear down to the end, 
And you've passed your most difficult, most 

dangerous test 
If the man in the glass is your friend. 

You may'be a Jack ·Horner and chisel a plum 
And . think you're a wonderful guy, 

But the man in the glass will just say you're 
a bum 

If you can't ~ook hi_II?. straight in the eye. 

You may fool the whole world down the 
pathway of years 

And get pats on the back as you pass. 
But your final reward wm be heartaches and 

tears 
If you've cheated t~e man in the_ gl~s. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not cheat the 
man in the glass. I urge the Members 
of this House to support the motion to 
recommit. If we can recommit H. R. 1, 
it will be brought out of the committee 
with adequate safeguards included for 
the protection of the coal, chemical, 
glass, and other industries, after which 
we can conscientiously support the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD J has again expired . . 

Mr. REED of New· York. ·Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as she may desire 
to the gentlewoma:n from ' Ohio [Mrs. 
FRANCES P. BOLTON]. 

· Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Chairman, during my 15 years in ' the 
Congress as a Representative of the 22d 
District of Ohio, I have · supported ex
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act each of the eight times that 
it has come before the Congress. I am 
supporting it again. 

President Eisenhower, in his message 
to the Congress on January 10, 1955, 
gratified many of us concerned with this 
Nation's trade when he described his 
program as "moderate, gradual, and re
ciprocal." I have often said that I be:. 
lieve in tariff reductions if they are truly 
reciprocal-if they prove equally bene
ficial to both signatory parties. Both 
buyer and seller must gain. 

All too few people· realize that while 
the principles of the trade-agreements 
program are basically international, the 
application of those principles-as far as 
my constituency is concerned-is en
tirely a local matter. In the greater 
Cleveland area there are hundreds of 
large and small businesses which manu
facture upwards of 1,000 products, a 
large proportion of which has long been 
marketed at home and abroad. Thou
sands of persons find gainful employ
ment in the production of that merchan
dise and on the periphery of Cleveland 
we have hundreds of farms. These 
farmers engage not · alone in dairying, 
and stock feeding, they cultivate their 
lands and orchards in the production . of 
wheat, corn, apples, grapes, pork, and 
other crops, of which we in America are 
at this very hour producing exportable 
surpluses. To keep· our local industries 
in production, -our farms prosperous, it 
is imperative that we find foreign mark
ets in which to dispose of these products 
economically and profitably. 

This can best be accomplished by 
trade that is truly reciprocal, where we 
dispose of our surplus products and ac
cept in payment- thereof those prod
ucts not native to our soil-coffee, tea, 
bananas, crude rubber, and silk, to name 
but a few. We need also those products 
so vital to our defense industries which 
are in short supply in our country
strategic products such as nickel, tung
sten,. cobalt, manganese; mica, and many 
others. 

At another point in this statement, 
Mr. Chairman, I make particular refer
ence to other phases of our national 
security. 

MY STUDY OF . THE TRADE ISSUE 

It is because the trade issue is so vital 
to our domestic. and foreign economy 
and to our national security .. that year 
after year I have made a separate study 
of the subject before casting my vote. 

Last year, in anticipation of this leg
islation, I decided to go further in my 
analysis of world-trade problems. I 
began a very extensive correspondence 
with persons throughout the country who 
are conversant with the problems of 
trading in foreign countries. My let
ters read: 

MY DEAR MR.---: For 15 years, as Con
gressman of the 22d District of Ohio, I have 
tried to support sound legislation in the 
Congress that would aid in fur~hering the 
economic welfare of the .A,zperican , people. 
The ~eeds and desires of my constituents 
in greater Cleveland and my membership 
on the House· Foreign Affairs Committee 
have made me particularly aware of the need 
for an intelligent trade policy for the United 
States. 

In preparation for the 84th Congress, I 
am giving serious consideration to the kind 
of action the Congress might take in the area 
of foreign trade. Discussions in the 83d 
Congress on the extension of the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act made it apparent that 
the question of trade and tariffs will come 
in for some very serious deliberations in the 
coming 84th Congress. 

President Eisenhower will probably renew 
his request for a 3-year extension of that 
act and the Committee on Ways and Means 
is expected to delve into all aspects of our 
tariff policy. In addition, many reputable 
national organizations have urged the Gov-

erninent to take forthright action· on foreign 
trade. 

For that reason, I am writing to you and a 
few other experts in the fields of business 
and international trade to secure your own· 
best thought as. to the specific area in your 
field which might profit most from Federal 
legislation. I should be delighted to have 
your opinions and I will give them the most 
serious consideration, although you know 
that it is impossible to make any specific 
commitments as to just what I can do, or 
what the Congress may do. _ 

It is my feeling that only by intimate and 
close consultation of this kind can we legis.: 
lators effectively serve the national interests. 
I hope I may hear from you soon. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANCES P . BOLTON, 
. Me1nber of Congress. 

The 135 replies I received contained 
the considered opinions of some of the 
best minds in this country, both pro and 
con of this vital issue. They were in
valuable to my fuller understanding of 
our foreign economic policy, and in the 
body of this statement I have drawn 
freely from .these· opinions to illustrate 
my position. 

NEED FOR OTHE~ TRADE METHODS 

Mr. Chairman, whereas I offer sup
port' of H. R. 1, I feel we should not 
stop there. H. R. 1 would extend for 3 
years the Presidential authority to nego
tiate reciprocal trade agreements and
subject to present peril point and es
cape clause provisions-it gives the 
President authority to- - . · , 

First. Reduce . selected tariff rates by 
not more than 5 percent per year for 3 
years .. 

Second. Reduce, by not more than 
half over the 3 years, the January 1, 1945, 
rates on articles not now imported or im
ported in negligible amounts. 

Third. Reduce to-50 percent any rates 
in excess of that level. 

· However, -among those with whom I 
corresponded an impressive number em
phasized the fact that reduction of 
American tariffs alone would not remove 
the many serious obstructions which 
now exist-within and without our bor
ders-to a healthy two-way trade. 

Therefore, I respectfully suggest to the 
distinguished members of the commit
tee that they consider also the many 
other methods by· which we ·can stimu
late international trade to the general 
advantage of the citizens of the United 
States. 

Let me cite a few: 
CUSTOMS SIMPLIFICATION NEEDED 

Among the biggest stumbling blocks to 
our buying from abroad are the customs 

_proc~dures of our own country. Some 
of th~;>se with whom, I corresponded would 
~ttack that situation before all others·, 
'as Mr. John J. McCloy, chairman of the 
board, Chase National Bank, wrote: 

I also feel very strongly that constructive 
legislation should be adopted which would 
have the· result of cleaning up the rabbit 
warren of regulations which importers now 
·have to go through and that more certain
ly be introduced in the administration of 
our tariff policies: I think at this stage it is 
considerably more important than reduction 
in tariff. 

There is a good example of this prob
lem in my own area. Mr. R. W. 
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Gresham, secretary-treasurer, the A. W. 
Fenton Co., Inc., points out: 

For instance, in our Cleveland custom
bouse they are presently handling 100 per
cent more business than they handled ·1n 
1946, with 10 percent more people than they 
had at that time. We have a customs ware
bouse which is crowded, and in busy seasonS 
merchandise must be held back at freight 
terminals because it cannot be readily proc
essed. • • • Quarters are so cramped and 
old-fashioned in the basement of our Fed~ 
eral building that modern mobile equipment 
is unable to drive up to the customs loading 
platform to pick up freight and deliver it 
over the road to importers. 

FOREIGN IMPORT QUOTAS NULLIFY TARIFF 
CONCESSIONS 

American exports· are ~requently more 
limited by other countries' import quotas 
than by their tari:f! rates. As Mr. Arthur 
S. Armstrong, president of the Cleve
land Twist Drill Co., said: 

The reason the value of duties levied on 
manufactured goods is so small is the fact 
that there is 100 percent embargo on the 
importation into the United Kingdom of any 
goods which are manufactured in suiD'cient 
quantities within the Commonwealth. This 
is accomplished by the denial of import 
licenses for any such goods-a trade weapon 
not used by our country. 

The Committee on Economic Develop
ment and others have urged that the 
President be authorized to exchange re
ductions in our tari:f!s for other kinds 
of benefits to the United States than 
merely tari:f! reductions abroad. 

DOUBLE TAXATION DISCOURAGES INVESTMENT 
ABROAD 

Then there is the question of Ameri
can profits made in foreign countries 
being taxed both in the country in which 
they are earned and again in the United 
States. Mr. John W. Houser, executive 
vice president, Hilton Hotels Interna~ 
tiona!, said: 

We know from experience that working 
abroad involves unbelievable problems and 
a real capital risk. • • • I believe that a 
great incentive can be created through re
duction or elimination of taxes upon possi
ble earning abroad which would offset the 
hazards and difficulties of engaging in such 
work. 

ANTITRUST LAWS NEED STUDY 

There are also the complications of 
legal requirements. Mr. Leo D. Welch, 
treasurer of the Standard Oil Company 
of New Jersey, writin;; for himself and 
for Mr. P. T. Lamont, a director of that 
firm, pointed out: 

The United States investors operating 
abroad should be protected from undue ex
tension of the United States legal require
ments. Where the United States-owned en
terprise in a foreign country complies with 
the requirements of local law, it is hard to 
see that an;y additional requirements should 
be imposed, and it is extremely confusing 
when these requirements differ from those 
imposed by the Government in whose area 
the business is conducted. 

Many other businessmen · are asking 
for our reciprocal trade treaties to in
clude provisions which would protect 
them from the threat of . expropriation 
and other factors which discourage in
vestment. 

EFFECTS ON 22D DISTRICT OF OHIO 

In my own 22d Congressional District, 
it is difficult to gather :figures which indi
cate the great extent to which we are 
dependent upon export business. We 
produce paint, enamels, automobile 
parts, and many other items which go 
into making a complete machine, and 
this machine is ultimately exported but 
is never registered as an export from 
Cleveland .. 

True, some of our industries are ad
versely a:tiected by foreign competition, 
especially those manufacturing bicycles, 
sewing machines, and-to a degree
steel. But many more companies are 
buying and selling abroad in large quan
tities and several businessmen have told 
me that they depend on foreign trade for 
their margin of profit. One president of 

. a large Cleveland corporation perhaps 
oversimplified the problem when he said: 

We feel that low tari1Is stimulate inter
national trade which, although hurting some 
specific businesses, is neverthele.ss in the 
best interests of the world at large. 

A good indication of our dependence 
upon foreign trade is shown in a recent 
Ohio industrial study by the United 
States Department of Commerce. It 
showed that about 30 percent of Ohio 
workers are in industries whose export 
sales on a national basis are more than 
20 times as large as the corresponding 
United States imports; and another 40 
percent of Ohio's workers hold jobs in 
industries which sell to foreign markets 
from 4 to 20 times as much as imported 
to this country in comparable goods. 

But the maximum e:f!ects on Ohio will 
be in years to come when the great St. 
Lawrence Sea way will be bringing new 
markets to our doors and new products 
for our people. The seaway may trans
form · the whole Great Lakes area into 
another coastline, and those of us who 
look toward the future see that our best 
interests lie in an enlightened world 
trade policy. 

VITAL UlDUSTRIES AND NATIONAL SECURITY 

But above all else, Mr. Chairman
and apart from considerations of eco
nomics and diplomacy-we must safe
guard those domestic industries essen
tial to our national security. There is 
concentrated in the State of Ohio almost 
one-third of the entire machine-tool in
dustry of the United States-the back
bone of any peacetime industrial or 
wartime armament program. The ca:
pacity of this industry has been seriously 
damaged by gradual reduction in tari:f! 
protection and because contractors and 
industries generally went to Europe to 
import machine tools during the Korean 
war. 

But representatives of the machine
tool industry tell me they are not opposed 
to H. R. 1, nor are they requesting tari:ti 
protection. . 

This dire situation can be alleviated 
through the use of carefully planned 
Government purchases. The past Con
gress authorized the Secretary of De
fense to grant $100 million in contracts 
for "long lead time" machine tools 
which would . be required in a national 
emergency. This equipment-periodi
cally modernized to meet current weap-

ons design-will be held in storage. 
Having received such contracts the fac
tories will be kept in production. The 
Secretary of Defense is expected to ask 
for another $100 million authorization 
for this year. I urge that he be granted 
that authority. 

But the machine-tool builders are 
deeply concerned by the implications of 
President Eisenhower's recent Execu
tive Order 10582 on administration of the 
Buy-American Act. It would be ap- . 
palling if the Defense Department felt 
constrained to buy machine tools from 
foreign producers solely because their 
price is about 6 percent lower. Not only 
would foreign machine-tools plants be 
in close proximity to the probable enemy, 
but they would not be able to o:f!er the 
engineering service which is just as im
.portant as the original machine. Ma
chine-tool users must be in constant 
contact with their builders, for attach
ments, tooling, and repair parts. We do 
not go 3,000 miles away to build our 
fighter plaries and neither should we go 
such a distance · for the machine tools 
which are the seeds from which these 
planes grow. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, the world of today
the world to which the United States 
must give courage and leadership-is a 
world of confusion, of turmoil, and dis
sension. It is a world of insecurity in 
which there is very real danger, not only 
for ourselves but for all mankind. It is 
for us-free citizens of a free land
to open up the way of hope, of high mo
rality, and of unselfish action. 

Were there no other reason for broad 
reciprocal policies in international trade 
this alone would be reason enough to g~ 
forward in the development of such pol
icies as will give greater opportunity not 
only to ourselves but to freemen every
where. This alone gives meaning to our 
action at this time. The extension of 
these reciprocal trade agreements is one 
step along the way. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WOLVERTON]. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman 
the bill now under consideration_: 
H. R. 1-to extend the authority of the 
President to enter into trade agreements 
under section 350 of the Tari:f! Act of 
1930 will probably be the most impor
tant legislation to come before Congress 
this session. 

The act now before us not only ex
tends existing law but expands it. The 
language used in this latter aspect is 
technical in the extreme. There has 
been no satisfactory clarification of the 
meaning of the language given to the 
Committee. This can therefore mean 
much or little according to the interpre
tation that is subsequently given to it in 
its administration. It can be readily 
realized that it will be given the broad
est possible interpretation as the bill was 
drawn by those who are interested in 
having the reciprocal-trade policy given 
the widest possible use. Therefore the 
interpretation to be given will be broad 
rather than restricted. 



1750 coNGREssioNAi -irncoR.n 2 J.iousE February 18_ 

The lang·uage to which I refer reads as 
follows: 

To enter into foreign-trade agreements 
with foreign governments or instrumentali
ties thereof containing provisions with re
spect to international trade, including pro
visions relating to tariffs , to most-favored
nation standards and other standards of 
nondiscriminatory treatment affecting such 
trade, to quantitative import and export re
strictions, to customs formalities , and to 
other matters relating to such trade designed 
to promote the purpose of this section simi
lar to any of the foregoing: Pr ov ided, That 
no such provision shall be given effect in 
the United States in a manner inconsistent 
with existing legislation of the United 
States. 

A reading of this new language, in
Eerted into this bill, is sufficient to cause 
inquiry as to, first, what does it mean; 
and, second, if it is not intended to 
change the meaning of the present law, 
and, which does not contain this par
ticular language, then, why was it in
serted in the present act? 

The uncertainty created by the lan
guage to which I have referred, plus the 
additional power given to the President 
to reduce tariffs has created a genuine 
fear upon the part of some thoughtful 
persons who see the possibility of ex
panding the present policy and thereby 
resulting in harm to some of our in
dustries and the thousands of workers 
they employ. 

The fundamental purpose of this leg
islation is to make it easier for foreign
produced goods to enter this country. 
The philosophy that has heretofore pre
vailed in this country and supported our 
giveaway program to foreign nations 
now finds expression in legislation such 
as this, that would give away our Ameri
can market to the nations of the world. 
For several years we have taxed our 
people and given billions of dollars col
lected from them to foreign nations. 
Now we seek to take our consumers 
market away from our own workers· and 
give it to workers abroad by giving for
eign-produced goods easy entrance into 
our country in competition with our 
own products. 

The result of such a policy is not hard 
to predict when we consider that for
eign wage scales are only one-tenth to 
one-third of the wages paid in this coun
try for similar work. Our workers should 
not be expected to compete with the 
low wages and low living standards that 
prevail abroad. Our workers cannot 
succeed in such an unequal struggle 
without surrendering their higher stand
ard of living, based upon the higher wage 
scales now enjoyed in this country. 

In the very near future in addition to 
other negotiations, we are to enter into 
negotiations with Japan for a trade 
treaty. Upon the list of possible con
cessions to Japan are such items as tex
tiles, organic chemicals, cameras, china
ware, pottery, glassware, porcelain, op
tical instruments, fish products, and a 
great variety of other articles. Any con
cessions to Japan will, of course, be ex
tended automatically to other countries 
under the most-favored-nation clause in 
these reciprocal trade agreements. This 
latter principle is one of the most un
just principles ever written into law be
cause it gives advantages to others 

without anything in return. But, as if 
this is not enough, the bill adds insult 
to injury by providing a most unique 
provision, namely, a provision specifi
cally authorizing the United States to 
grant concessions to third countries in 
return for their granting concessions to 
Japan. What logic or reason is there in 
such a provision? How can such a pro
vision be justified? There is no sound 
basis to sustain it, and, yet, with the rule 
that has been adopted in the ·House by 
a majority of 1 vote, a member of the 
House cannot offer an amendment to 
strike out such a ridiculous provision; 
What are we coming to in this giveaway 
program? How long before we awaken 
to the danger that will confront us if it 
is not restricted? 

The support that is given to this bill 
would seem at times to be based upon 
the theory that the United States is 
blocking the cause of good will in the 
world by maintaining unreasonably high 
tariff rates, and therefore we owe it to 
the world to open our markets to them. 
It is not true that the United States is 
guilty of any such practice. An exam
ination of the record will show that since 
the passage of the original reciprocal 
trade agreements legislation in 1934, 
average tariff rates of the United States 
have been reduced by 70 percent. · Al
ready, the United States stands 7th 
from the bottom of a list of 45 nations 
with respect to the average level of their 
tariff structure. Cetrainly in view of 
this it cannot be said that the United 
States has not done its fair share already 
in reducing trade barriers. 

Furthermore, an examination of the 
economies of the European nations will 
show that they have reached a highly 
satisfactory condition. Great Britain 
is reported to have had its best year iri 
history, in 1954, and anticipates even a 
better year in 1955. West Germany has 
far exceeded anticipations. Other Eu
ropean countries · show similar improve
ment. The time has come when we 
should call a halt in the give-away pro
gram of America. The giving away of 
our market to the nations of the world 
can only result in disaster to the stand
ard of living of our own workers. 

It is highly important that we stop 
and give careful consideration to the ad
verse effect that legislation such as this 
now before us can have on our own econ
omy. The time for sentimental con
siderations, alone, in formulating our 
foreign policy is fast passing. The time 
for practical and hard-headed consider
ation i::; upon us. Do not let us overlook 
the necessity of keeping American in
dustry alive if our workers are to be kept 
at work. 
. Whatever may be said as to some of 
the gooq features of a reciprocal policy, 
nevertheless, the fact remains crystal 
clear that there are provisions in this 
bill that should be changed to protect 
American industry and our workers. To 
accomplish this the bill should be recom
mitted to the Committee on Ways and 
Mzans for further study, clarification, 
and amen,dment. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr': Chair
_man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
REES]. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
yesterday I voted against the rule that 
would not permit amendments to this 
proposed legislation. It is my opinion 
that Members of the House should have 
a right to propose amendments to this 
measure whether they are for or against 
the legislation. If they do not see fit to 
support such amendments, they can vote 
them down. I think the House of Rep
resentatives should have a right to work 
its will in dealing with this far-reaching 
proposed legislation. 

When it goes to the other end of the 
Capitol it will be open for full and com
plete discussion and debate. Members 
of this body are just as reasonable and 
just as fair as the Members of the other 
body. Suppose it would take a day or 
two longer. We have no pressing pro
gram ahead of us. I think more Mem
bers will feel a whole lot better about 
this situation ·if they, at least, had a 
chance to give consideration to amend
ments that many of us think should be 
considered. 

I would not be misunderstood; I am 
not one who believes in so-called high 
tariff walls. I am in favor, however, of 
protecting the American producer and 
the American workingman against im
portations of materials at such cheap 
prices as to injure their economy and 
earning power. I had hoped to have a 
chance to submit an amendment that 
would provide against excessive imports 
of crude oil from . foreign countries. I 
know consumption of crude oil is grow
ing in the United States, but not nearly 
in proportion to the amount of imports 
from foreign countries. 

At the end of World War II, the United 
States was supplying all but 377,000 bar
rels per day of the oil which it consumed. 
It was also exporting oil. Today it im
ports about 1,200,000 barrels of oil daily. 

On the surface this increase in the 
importation of oil would seem to indi
cate that the United States is running 
out of oil, and that it -has no choice but 
to use oil from foreign sources. This is 
not the case, however. This Nation is 
today capable of producing at least 
1,750,000 barrels of oil each day more 
than it is producing . . This excess ca
pacity to produce, however, comes at a 
time when the use of foreign oil is at an 
all-time high. 

Much of this increased importation 
can be explained by the fact that the 
same firms that are importing the oil, 
are producing it overseas at much lower 
costs than are prevalent in this coun
-try. Five American firms own or con
trol most of the oil that is brought into 
-this country. Taken together, these 
firms form a huge international oil
trading group. About 9 out of 10 bar
rels of their proved reserves are located 
overseas. Nearly 2 out of 3 barrels of 
_their production lies outside this coun
try. Much of these companies' reserves 
lie in the Middle East. This oil is within 
the shadow of Russia. 

If this Nation uses more of this im
ported oil it will at the same time en
courage further concentration of . con
trol in the hands of a few companies. 
It will also stimulate increased oil pro
duction capability in the Russian orbit. 
The most disheartening aspect of in-
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creased foreign-oil use; however, is that trade interests on the other. Naturally, 
it impairs the capability of the domes- they will turn to the nations who are 
tic oil-producing industry. Imports have i:nore receptive to their trade problems, 
already made serious inroads on markets and that is handing over to the Commu
for domestic oil. Further increases in nists a victory which they could gain by 
imports could cause serious and perma- no other means. 
nent injury to domestic oil exploration By expanding our foreign trade in a 
activity, and could cause a reversal in selective and moderate and reciprocal 
the Nation's traditional ability to be manner, we can actually increase em
self-sufficient in oil. ployment in this country while mantain-

Independent producers of oil, and in- ing the friendship and support of our 
cidentally 75 percent of oil explorations allies. 
are by small independent producers, are As the Representative of a manufac
not asking that importation of crude oil turing district, the problem of .liberaliz
be entirely suspended. They do ask for ing our trade laws has long been of great 
a fair chance at the American market. concern to me. I have searched my con
They ask only for reasonable restrictions science thoroughly. I have decided that 
to protect them in that market. there are situations which arise in the 

It hardly seems right that foreign im- course of a Congressman's career where
ports be permitted to increase every in he must weigh the influences of his 
week and every day. They run at the immediate constituency against the 
rate of approximately a million and a broader problem of the best, self-enlight
half barrels a day. While that is going ened interests of the Nation as a whole. 
pn oil wells in the great Midwest are . Although I may be the only member 
throttled to where they are allowed to of the Connecticut congressional dele
produce at about 15 percent of their gation to have voted yea on H. R. 1, I am 
capacity. That cannot be right. It is convinced that by so doing I am acting in 
unfair to thousands of American citi- the best interests of my constituency and 
zens engaged in discovery and produc- my State, for in the long run, what we 
tion of oil. believe to be the welfare of our Nation is 

Congress should act to restrain oil our utmost concern, and what most bene
imports. It should be done by leg- fits our country, benefits every district, 
is1ative means. Other methods have every State, and every citizen in the final 
been tried and found wanting. Con- analysis. 
gress, in this matter, is the court of last Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
resort. This Congress should act before man, I yield such time as he may desire 
it is too late. · to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- HARVEY]. 
man, I yield such time as he may desire Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I ex
to the gentleman from Connecticut pect to vote for the motion to recommit. 
[Mr. MoRANO]. . Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, I sup- man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle
port H. R. 1, and I ask unanimous con- man from Connecticut [Mr. SADLAKJ. 
sent to revise and extend my remarks. Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Chairman, the 
. Tp.e CHAIRMAN. Is there objection hearings on H. R. 1 among other sources 
to the request of the gentleman from reveal to me great concern by represent-
Connecticut? atives of industry and their workers 

There was no objection. that the faith and confidence which ap-
Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, the pellants had in the Tariff Commission 

question of foreign trade is inexorably has greatly been shaken. 
intertwined with our foreign policy. In Time and money are required in the 
this critical period of history, the United preparation of a case to be presented to 
States must be strong, and it is impera- the Commission and when the matter, 
tive that we be supported in our aims after having been presented and studied 
and ideals by nations whose economi'c by the Tariff Commission, is turned down 
structure is sound and whose military by a majority, then naturally there is 
power is strong. disappointment but there is not resent-

The fall of France in World War II ment. It is following the determination 
allegorically illustrates the futility of the by the Tariff Commission when their de
theory of attempting to build strength cision concludes that there is an injury 
by the erection of a protective wall. to the industry and the workers in that 

Behind the wall must be a stable econ- industry, that the difficulty ensues. Ap
omy. A nation militarily mighty must pellants feel that intervening informa
be buttressed by similarly economically tion, which is submitted to the President 
stable and mighty nations who share an by the various Government departments 
affinity for freedom and the dignity of after the findings of the Tariff Commis
_man. sion, not only influences the ultimate 

International trade provides the most decision of the President but tends to 
effective way to improve our relations deny that actual injury does . exist as 
with other nations on a long-range basis. was decided by the Tariff Commission. 
Military alliances are worthless unless It would seem that if the findings of fact 
they a:r:e augmented by realistic trade by the Tariff Commission as to the ex
agreements benefiting both ourselves and istence of injury are made conclusive, 
our allies. the faith and confidence which industry 

Expanded foreign trade is vital to the should have in presenting cases to the 
perpetuation of international peace, and Tariff Commission, will be encouraged. 
to the peace and security of our own In 15 cases of the 59 applications for 
Nation. It cannot be a one-way street. · relief since the escape clause procedure 
We cannot woo allies on the one hand was provided, the Taritr Commission 
and erect barriers to their legitimate found injury or the threat of injury 

and so reported to the President. There 
was not, however, the acknowledgment 
of this injury accepting the factfinding 
of the Commission that there actually 
was injury. To me, this acceptance can 
have a very helpful effect on those who 
appeal to the Commission, will bolster 
the morale of the many industries that 
feel that the provisions of H. R. 1, if 
~nacted and carried out, will definitely 
cause injury and loss of work before the 
expiration of the 3-year period provided 
in this bill even though this may not be 
the case at present. 

In this group are included the em
ployees and manufacturers of bicycles, 
carpets, chemicals, clocks, fiber fabrics, 
hats, lace, machine tools, electrical equip
ment, lead pencils, pins, needles, shears, 
scissors, toys, optical and surgical instru
ments, and textiles. Outstanding among 
these are so-called one-industry com
munities: for instance, Norwich, where 
the manufacture of vacuum bottles is the 
prime industry; Thompsonville, where 
the manfacture of carpets is the prime 
industry; and Stafford Springs, where 
the manufacture of textiles is the prime 
industry. In these industries are found 
special skills and I for one want very 
much to provide for a reservoir of jobs to 
protect these skills in the event of im .. 
mediate need in emergency. Continued 
concessions to manufacturers outside of 
the United States of like products can 
eventually lead to the closing of these 
industries and the loss of the skilled em
ployees who, because they will not be · 
keeping up with their learned trade, 
would not be available on short notice. 

Incidentally, I had proposed an amend .. 
ment in committee, the purpose of which 
was to keep these skills and to set up · 
standards which would guide those en
trusted with our defense and selection 
accordingly, Very favorable comments 
on my idea were made by Secretary 
Weeks of the Commerce Department who 
revealed during questioning that the De
partment is endeavoring to work out a 
plan along these very lines which I had 
suggested but because the plan is still 
being discussed and has not as yet been 
finalized, it was recommended that my 
amendment would more properly be at .. 
tached to the Defense Production Act 
when the Congress again takes action on 
that legislation. I proposed the amend
ment in committee because I was of the 
belief that protection to these skilled em
ployees, to these industries affected by 
our national security, really tied in with 
the trade agreements and an excellent 
backing was given to me by those who 
would handle these provisions. Again it 
was thought more appropriate to have 
the amendment attached to the Defense 
Production Act where it would be most 
effective. I am determined to follow this 
through and continue to urge as expedi
tious action as possible, realizing full well 
that a very short time ago, we had voted 
for a resolution in connection with the 
protection of Formosa and the very seri
ous and highly explosive situation that 
confronts us there. 

Let me at this point stress to you, my 
colleagues, that though my constituents 
are worried about the _effect of present 
Japanese manufactures on our economy, 
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they a-re inuch more concerned abou~ the 
products the Japanese will be manufac
turing 2 or 3 years hence. I mention this 
because many of you may have had let
ters from your constituents informing 
you that teams of Japanese visited 
American plants a year ago under the 
auspices of the Foreign Operations Ad
ministration and most carefully exam
ined the machinery in the visited plants. 
The industrious Japanese are very ca
pable imitators and duplicators and most 
assuredly they are now making plans 
and designs of the identical machinery 
used in our domestic plants and will soon 
be flooding the market with like prod
ucts produced at a much lower cost. 

Another amendment which I was very 
happy to support in committee was sug
gested by my colleague, Mr. CURTIS of 
Missouri. The gentleman's amendment 
which he undoubtedly will explain in de
tail when he speaks on this legislation 
proposes that any concessions in United 
States ta.riffs be made contingent upon 
foreign producers' voluntary observance 
of minimum wage laws comparable to 
those of this country. The increase of 
pay for foreign workers will give them 
a better standard of living, will provide 
moneys to purchase essential goods, and 
will affect the vast differential between 
our wages and will help combat com
munism. 

The motion to recommit which has 
been printed and made available to us 
provides one outstanding safeguard and 
assurance which I find is very desirous 
and imperative and I shall, therefore, 
mindful of all of those in my State of 
Connecticut, vote for it. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who desire to do so may have permission 
to extend their remarks in the RECORD at 
the close of the debate on the pending 
bill today. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS]. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, first 
I would like to congratulate my colleague 
from West Virginia on his talk before the 
House a while ago. I thought it was 
very good and I hope that everyone here 
listened attentively to it. 

May I say in starting my few brief 
remarks that when I first came to Con
gress and had the opportunity to vote 
for reciprocal trade I did vote for the 
Reciprocal Trade Act. I . agree to a 
great extent with the principles of re.:. 
ciprocal trade as laid down by President 
Roosevelt and Secretary Hull. 

There are lots of Members in this 
House who would have you believe today 
that this bill agrees with the principles 
of Roosevelt and Secretary Hull. But 
it does not and let me quote from Presi
dent Roosevelt in 1934 when he was ad
vocating the Reciprocal Trade Act, when 
this Nation was in dire circumstances and 
something had to be done to help the 
distressed areas of the United States: 

The authority must be carefully weighed 
in the light of the latest information so as 
to give assurance that no sound and im-

portant American interest will be injuriously 
disturbed. The adjustment of our foreign 
trade relations must rest on the premise of 
undertaking to benefit and not to injure 
such interests. 

I would like to ask the Members who 
are advocating this bill today: Is this 
hurting any of the industries in America 
today? If it does, it does not then coin
cide with the statement of President 
Roosevelt in 1934. 

President Roosevelt at that time indi
cated that it was only an emergency 
program, stating, "It is part of an emer
gency program necessitated by the eco
nomic crisis," and that the request was, 
"an essential step in the program of 
national economic recovery." 

I will agree with a lot of the statements 
made here that we do have some sur
pluses and that we need to deal with 
other nations-! agree with that-but 
I believe if our leaders and the adminis
tration would sit down and try to work 
out a program that would be equally 
distributed among our industries instead 
of letting certain industries take all the 
rap for the benefit of a few, it would be 
the wise thing to do. And, I believe, if 
we get the true facts, it will not be 
denied that 2 or 3 of our great indus
tries are benefiting principally and al
most wholly by our reciprocal trade 
program as we now have it. 

Now, we have a Tariff Commission that 
is supposed to protect our industries. 
Let me tell you the latest report they 
have, that we brought in handmade 
glassware from back of the Iron Curtain 
in Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland, 
and we did it this past month. Why 
are we dealing witt. Communist nations? 
Because . they are outsmarting America. 
They have to have American dollars to 
pay their agents who operate in the 
United States, and when we are dealing 
with them and buying their products, 
they are getting those dollars which 
enables them to send their men in here 
to help undermine the American Gov
ernment. I believe this administration 
should say now, once and for all, that 
no American dollars shall go behind the 
Iron Curtain. 

Now, our coal industry has been hurt 
to a great degree. The textile industry 
has been hurt, and the handmade glass 
industry has been hurt. We are in an 
international crisis today. If tomor
row we had to go to war-and who 
knows, we might because of the For
mosan situation-God help us, because 
we do not have time and distance on our 
side today. I hope my words will never 
become prophetic, because if they do, 
history will record that the Members of 
the 84th Congress were alerted to some 
of the dangers that might happen to this 
Nation, . and the administration, with 
the help of this Congress, has ignored 
some of those warnings. They have not 
made one proposal; not one have I seen 
in the newspapers or heard in the well 
of this House to help alleviate this 
situation. 

Yes, we have a Tariff Commission, as 
I said before. Do you realize what some 
of the articles are on which they in
voked the escape clause? Let me give 
you the instances, and they are only 
five: the dried fish industry; fur felt 

hats; hatters fur; :filberts or soft-shelled 
almonds, and, as all of you know, this. 
past year the watch industry. I am not 
saying that all of them did not need 
help; no; but we have some basic indus
tries in this Nation.today that need help 
badly. I have yet to see one concrete 
proposal to help them. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the bill should 
be recommitted. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. KEAN]. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman, this is the 
program of our Republican President. 
I am supporting his program. I regret 
that the ranking Republican of the Com
mittee oh Ways and Means, in charge of 
the time, suggested to me that I should 
get time to speak from the Democrats. 
As a Republican, I do not like to accept 
favors from the Democrats. However, 
in the face of the incomprehensible at
titude of the gentleman from New York, 
I have no other alternative. 

Mr. Chairman, in the last session of 
Congress, it was my honor to introduce 
H. R. 8860, a bill to implement the Presi
dent's foreign trade policy. I stated on 
the floor of this House then that our pri
mary thought in this, as in all other leg ... 
islation, must be to serve the best inter
ests of the American people. I am 
pleased to see H. R. 1 now being con
sidered for passage by this body. As the 
Members know, I introduced a compan
ion bill to H. R. 1 myself, H. R. 536, on 
the first day of this session. 

Both bills are similar to the original 
Kean bill, H. R. 8860, of the 83d Con
gress, second session. They, too, rec
ognize that we must maintain and 
strengthen our country's industrial 
might, and that we must maintain the 
fullest possible employment. They, too, 
recognize that to do both, we must also 
do all we can to strengthen our friends 
in the free world, so that they may enjoy 
a sufficient measure of economic stability 
to be able to take rational measures to 
maintain their freedom and independ
ence, without which they could benefit 
neither themselves nor us. 

I would not want to give anyone the 
false impression, however, that H. R. 1, 
because it serves our foreign policy pri
marily for the benefit of the United 
States interests, it not a hard-headed 
business measure. Nothing makes bet
ter business sense than to let other na
tions pay for what they buy by selling 
their products here. Since 1918 we have 
been selling much more abroad than we 
have been buying, over $80 billion more 
in all. If we do not import the goods of 
other countries, they cannot continue to 
buy from us the products of. our farms, 
of our machinery and implement facto
ries, of our chemical, automobile and 
electrical industries. 

Countless industrial, farming, and 
mining activities depend to a major de
gree on exports. It can be said accu
rately that exports are keeping many 
plants and many farins from closing. 
Let me quote some facts. 

They are based upon 1953 statistics, 
since the figures for 1954 are not yet 
available. In that year, our rice growers 
shipped over half their total harvest 
abroad. In that year our wheat, cotton, 
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and tobacco farmers shipped one-fourth 
of their production overseas. Over onew 
third of the 1953 raisin and prune crop 
was exported. These are but a few of 
many examples that could be cited. 

Similarly, American industry has a big 
stake in export markets. In 1953 we exw 
ported nearly 25 percent of our lubricat
ing oil, nearly half of our track-laying 
tractors, and 1 out of each 10 motor
trucks and machine tools produced. In 
addition, 9 percent of our anthracite 
coal, 11 percent of our tinplate, 10 per-

. cent of our steel rails, 12 percent of our 
'refrigerators, and 31 percent of our con
struction and mining equipment found 
overseas markets last year. 

Even small local businesses share in 
the benefits of a high level of foreign 
trade, because of the extra purchasing 
power placed in the hands of workers in 
export industries. 

Of course, import competition does 
create problems, · just as does domestic 
competition. Yet our industry has grown 
strong under competitive conditions, and 
the tremendous and still growing pro
ductivity of United States labor has usuw 
ally been more than sufficient to offset 
lower wage standards in other countries. 
In any event, industries threatened with 
serious injury from imports have power
ful machinery in existence to protect 
their interests. I refer to the peril-point 
and to the escape-clause provisions. 

Many of you have asked why I feel 
so strongly about this bill. I do feel 
strongly about it. I feel strongly about 
it because of my deep conviction that 
all of us stand to gain from increased 
international trade. As I stated in the 
summary of my speech introducing H. R. 
8860 in the last session, our gains from 
that increased trade can be counted 
under five different headings: 

First, as taxpayers, because more im
ports help reduce the need of other 
countries for our aid; 

Second, as consumers, because we can 
then purchase foreign-made goods that 
we need; 

Third, as producers, because imports 
help foreigners earn the dollars they 
need to buy more American goods which 
they need and want but cannot afford; 

Fourth, as investors, because increased 
dollar earnings by foreigners selling to 
the United States means more chance 
for profitable American investments 
abroad; 

Fifth, as American citizens, because 
increased international trade creates a 
stronger free world, and so contributes 
to the possibilities for maintaining 
world peace. 

Often I find myself wondering just 
what opponents of this measure fear. 
My con.stituency is in a portion of New 
Jersey that serves as home for many 
thousands of workers. I would not think 
of sponsoring a measure such as H. R. 1 
if I felt it would react to their disadw 
vantage. 

In this connection I have fully satisw 
fied myself that the administration will 
seek a tariff reduction formula that will 
have little impact on industries now 
faced with heavy foreign competition. 

The administration intends to prow 
eeed cautiously, always keeping in mind 
the best interests of the country in using 

any of the discretionary powers that this 
bill might give to the President. The 
President himself has characterized the 
program as moderate, gradual, and re
ciprocal. The authority of the Presi
dent would still be subject to the pres
ent peril-point and escape-clause pro
visions. We have been assured by the 
Secretaries of State, Treasury, and Com
merce that, in Secretary Dulles' words: 

It is the administration's intention to 
exercise powers contemplated by the blll in 
such a manner that the legitimate concerns 
of United States business will be fully taken 
into account. 

In view of these assurances, I am com
pletely satisfied that the administration 
will not attempt to breach peril points. 
As a matter of fact, no President since 
the enactment of the Trade Agreements 
Act of 1934 has breached a peril point. 
The one time that there was some ques
tion about a possible breaching of peril 
points, President Truman sent a special 
message to the Congress to inform it 
of the. action taken with respect to petro
leum products in the signing of a trade 
agreement with Venezuela, and justify- · 
ing such action in the light of the situa
tion prevailing. 

Now for those of us who fear the dis
cretionary powers given the President 
on this point, I want to underscore the 
fact that Congress was fully informed 
in that one case where a peril point 
might conceivably have been pierced, 
even though the Tariff Commission was 
evenly divided in its finding, and there
fore the President may reasonably have 
considered himself not bound by the pro
visions of the act to inform the Congress. 
In other words, the President leaned 
over backward at that time to fulfill 
not only the letter but the spirit of the 
peril-point provision. We have the sol
emn word of this administration that 
it will do the same. 

I am opposed to the proposed motion 
to recommit this bill which was outlined 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED] on yesterday. 

Members are being asked to support 
this recommittal on grounds that only 
minor changes will be involved. The 
changes proposed are not minor. 

The proposal is to make the Tariff 
Commission's findings binding on the 
President, not only their findings of fact 
but their evaluation of these facts and 
their judgment as to whether an indus
try has been seriously injured by inw 
creased imports due to a tariff conces
sion. 

Of course the Tariff Commission's 
findings of the facts as to the amount 
of imports, their percentage as com
pared with the American production of 
such a product, and so forth, should be 
final. 

But what the recommittal motion 
seeks to do is very different. It seeks 
to make final the evaluation of these 
facts by the members of the Tariff Com
mission. This is a question of judgment 
by that body, not merely factfinding. 
Such judgment is a question of opinion, 
which is quite a different matter. 

We must also note that if the recom
mittal motion becomes law, the Presi
dent must increase duties under the 

escape clause unless the national secu
rity is at stake. He canot give c.onsider
ation to his judgment as to the national 
welfare. 

Evaluation as to the facts of such an 
increase should be done from the widest 
viewpoint. Only the President is charged 
with responsibility for the national wel
fare. Only he is responsible for the 
balancing of all interests at issue in a 
controversy, including the wider interest 
of the Nation in achieving foreign policy 
objectives and expanded foreign mar
kets for farm products, minerals, and 
manufactures--without doing serious in
jury through import competition to 
established American business interests. 

The responsibilities of the Tariff Com
mission in evaluating the facts are much 
more restricted, being limited almost en
tirely to a judgment as to the injury that 
could be done by imports. 

The Tariff Commission, even if 
charged by law with wider responsibili
ties, could not and should not be ex
pected to do the job now done by all the 
other executive agencies in advising the 
President of the effects of any proposed 
measure. The Secretary of the Treasury, 
for example, may submit an evaluation 
to him concerning the costs and revenue 
effects of a proposed change in the tariff 
law, in the light of budgetary plans; 
the Secretary of Agriculture would de
scribe its effects upon our.plans for dis
posing· of agricultural surpluses abroad; 
the Secretary of State may advise the 
President of its effects upon our inter
national commitments and our foreign 
policy objectives; the Secretary of Com
merce, on the other hand, may comment 
on the relative and long-run effeets of 
the proposal on all domestic producers 
and upon United States business activity 
as a whole. Often the many aspects of 
a problem thus presented call for dim
cult and soul-searching decisions as to 
which considerations must be given 
greater weight in arriving at a solution 
which is best for the people as a whole. 
Only ·the Chief Executive is- responsible 
for, and should be expected to make such 
decisions under our f0:rm of govern
mental organization. 

We cannot afford to recommit this bill 
now. All the nations of the free world 
are following these debates tensely to 
see whether the President is speaking 
for our country or only for himself when 
he speaks of the vital need for expanded 
international trade, and of the reciprocal 
tariff reductions that the United States 
is ready to enter into with other like
minded nations. We should pass this 
bill as it stands for, in President Eisen
hower's words, it "can add immeasurably 
to the security and well-being of the 
United States and the rest of the free 
world." 

This is the program of our Republican. 
President. I am supporting his pro
gram. I regret that the ranking Re
publican of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, in charge of the time, suggested 
to Jlle that I should get time to speak 
from the Democrats. As a Republican I 
do not like to accept favors from the 
Democrats. However, in the face of the 
incomprehensible attitude of the gentle
man from New York I have no other 
alternative. · 



1754 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE Feoruary 18. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New Jersey has expired. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 

gentleman in his remarks used the words 
"national welfare, national security" and 
I will add national interest. . Does he 
distinguish between those words? 

Mr. KEAN. Yes, I would. I would 
think national security had chiefly to do 
with our national defense. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Would you say that national security 
includes national interest? 

Mr. KEAN. Well, that is something 
for the lawyers to decide. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Would you say that national security 
includes national welfare? 

Mr. KEAN. Not necessarily, but again 
that is something for the lawyers to 
decide. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. The gentle

man referred to the fact that the various 
departments Qf the Government includ
ing Agriculture, Commerce, and so on 
passed on their comments regarding the 
rulings of the Tariff Commission. I call 
the gentleman's attention to the fact 
that in the lead-zinc hearings, which 
were held before the Tariff Commission, 
there was a finding that the industry was 
in a distressed condition, and that relief 
should be granted. 

Mr. KEAN. Which industry was that? 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. The lead-zinc 

hearings. I am informed when the 
matter went before the various executiv~ 
branches of the Government, each 
branch of the Government backed up 
the finding of the Tariff Commission with 
the execption of the Department of 
State, and yet the President followed 
the advice of the State Department alone 
and refused to follow the Tariff Com
mission. 

Mr. KEAN. Because he believed it 
was for the national welfare. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has again expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ScuDDER]. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, in 
statements on the floor of the House 
and before the Ways and Means and 
Rules Committees, I have argued that 
tariff rate negotiations should not be 
made a pawn or a bargaining point in 
international politics. 

Rather, they should be based solely 
upon economic conditions existing ·in 
the countries involved and should be 
equitable from the standpoint of the im
porting country and our American ecpn
omy. 

The bill before us today does not 
provide for an equitable approach to the 
tariff problem from the standpoint of 
American industry, labor, and agri
culture. 

I cannot go along with the idea of 
making further American tariff reduc
tions, even indicating to the rest of the 
world ·that we can absorb their sur
plus production. 

Year after year we have been a world 
leader in reducing tariff rates to a point 
where, at the present time, United States 
tariff rates are among the very lowest 
in the world-5.1 percent on the aver- . 
age. 

By contract, 37 other countries main
tain higher tariff rates than the United 
States. 

But that is only half the story. On 
top of higher tariff rates, many other 
countries maintain import license sys
tems, quotas, currency restrictions, mo
nopolies-and various other devices 
which decrease or actually prohibit sale 
of American products on their markets, 
despite the existence of so-called recip
rocal trade agreements. 

For example, the United Kingdom im
poses a tariff rate amounting to 25.6 per
cent on the average, including revenue 
duties. In addition, imports of · most 

·goods are limited under quotas; licenses 
are required on imports; dollars are 
controlled and special low tariffs are al
lowed Empire goods. 

A perfect example of how these em
bargoes work is the case of motorcycles. 
A few years ago the British duty was re
duced under a reciprocal-trade agree
ment with this country. It sounded 
good. But, under their import license 
system, no American-made motorcycle 
may be sold on the British market
even though their motorcycles are flood
ing the American market under the low
rate tariff agreement. 

Similar restrictions are imposed in 
varying degree on lumber products, TV 
sets, home appliances, bicycles, dresses, 
cosmetics, and numerous other items. 

France, with an average tariff rate of 
10.6 percent, maintains strict quota and 
import license regulations. 

Mexico, on top of a 20.6 percent tariff 
rate maintains quotas, permit regula
tions, and recently has levied heavier 
tariffs on things like handbags, wines, 
sewing machines, and tobacco. 

In. Japan trade restrictions make 
trouble for United States merchants. 
Tariff rates are high in many cases: 50 
percent on watches, 40 percent on toys 
and phonographs, 40 percent plus a 30 
percent tax on United States automo
biles. 

It is very apparent that United States 
tariffs are much less than the world av
erage. Maybe we are overselling some 
of our products. Perhaps thought should 
be given to the curtailment of excess 
exports with a view of encouraging for
eign countries to produce for themselves 
which would help to balance trade. 

Very few American producers enjoy 
import quotas or restrictions. Cotton is 
one, imports of which are limited to 1 
percent of domestic production under 
section 22 of the Agricultural Readjust
ment Act. This bill continues the pro
tection to cotton in relation to trade 
agreement negotiations. 

The answer to the trade problem does 
not lie in the relatively simple approach 
of reducing American tariff rates which, 
in many instances, are already danger-

ously low. While the request for further. 
reductions may seem slight, it may mean 
a shutdown of some of our industries and 
a further expansion of unemployment. 

As Americans, we are justifiably proud 
of our standard of living. American in
dustrial workers receive an average of 
$1.83 an hour, based on December 1954 
figures. 

In Japan, the hourly wage is 19 cents; 
in France, it is 46 cents; in the United 
Kingdom, 47 cents; in West Germany~ 44 
cents; and so on. 

Domestic producers cannot compete 
with products from cheap labor areas be
cause, largely due to United States aid 
and assistance programs, other indus
trial nations now have machines as mod
ern and efficient as any we have and for 
the most part their workers are just as 
skilled as ours. 

Without protective tariffs, the end re
sult will be the tearing down of our hard
earned wage standards. 

Unfortunately, that condition is exist
ing right now in many sections of our 
country. Our domestic economy cannot 
stand the loss of jobs in industries such 
as lumbering, fishing, viticulture, horti
culture, bicycles, crockery, glassware, 
textiles-and many others. 

In my own district-the First Congres
sional District of California-the price 
of domestic crabmeat has been driven to 
such a low point by imports that it is al
most financially impossible for fishermen 
to operate. Several plants have already 
closed down, and other.s are threatened. 

Many of those people, los~ng their jobs 
because of low tariffs, will have to be 
supported by the Government in the 
form of unemployment insurance or re
lief. Meanwhile the Government will 
lose the income tax which these workers 
would normally produce, and the invest
ments in plants and equipment will be
come a total loss. Just how unrealistic. 
can we get? 

The obvious answer is that no reduc
tion should be made, or even contem
plated, in the crabmeat tariff, especially 
in view of the fact that 60 percent of the 
crabmeat consumed in this country is 
imported from Japan. 

Certainly, 60 percent from a given 
country is a very liberal concession. 

Workers in the wine industry are simi• 
larly threatened. They do not oppose 
importation of high-grade, quality wine 
with which they are in a more competi
tive position on the domestic market. It 
is the low-grade surplus wines flooding 
local markets under low-tariff rates 
which are creating havoc in the 
industry. 

We have the same condition in ply
wood. In 1951, despite protests and facts. 
presented by myself and others before 
the Tariff Commission, the State De
partment entered into trade negotiations 
with 17 foreign countries and brought 
about a 50 percent reduction in the tariff 
on imported plywood. · 

Another inequitable instance concerns 
hardboard. One of the largest hard
board plants in the country is located at 
Ukiah, Calif. It provides the main 
payroll of this community-a payroll 
which is now threatened by imports. 
Hardboard has been erroneously classi
fied under the Tariff Act as a paper prod-
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uct. We are attempting to have it re~ 
classified as a wood product which it 
actually is. Canadian producers have 
been fighting this change because they 
export hardboard under the paper prod~ 
ucts classification and. thus benefit from 
7% to 15 percent tariff rate. If reclassi~ 
fied, hardboard would come under the 
16% percent wood tariff schedule-still 
considerably below the Canadian tariff 
of 22% percent on American-produced 
hardboard. 

I most certainly am not against trade 
between friendly nations of the world. 
I believe it to be a healthy thing. How~ 
ever, I do firmly believe that too much 
emphasis is being placed on international 
politics in respect to trade agreements 
and that American industries and job 
opportunities are being needlessly sac~ 
rificed. 

Tariff rates should be based wholly on 
the findings of a bipartisan· Tariff Com~ 
mission. After receiving testimony from 
representatives of industry, labor, and 
agriculture, the Commission should an~ 
nounce peril-point findings-based on 
economic conditions as they exist. Those 
findings should be final and if they are 
to be varied in any manner it should not 
be done without prior congressional 
approval. 

In this way the constitutional re~ 
sponsibility of Congress in determining 
trade policies would be maintained, and 
adequate protection should thereby be 
accorded our economy. 

Certain American industries have es~ 
tablished manufacturing plants in many 
countries of the world. When they get 
into full production, employing people 
living under an economy substandard 
to ours, then the impact is inevitable and 
will spell ruin to our American standard 
of living. 

We had better take a new look, and 
establish a policy in international trade 
of live-and-let-live. America, with 7 
percent of the world's population, can~ 
not absorb the surplus from 93 percent 
of the world producers. It would be bet~ 
ter if we would be more realistic and 
curtail some of our exports. As long as 
we send high pressure salesmen through~ 
out the world preaching the philosophy 
that all people should have the same 
standards which we enjoy, without their 
having earned those standards, we shall 
be adding to the chaos and continue to 
expand the jealousy of the other nations 
toward the United States-thereby en~ 
couraging international turmoil. 

Congress cannot ignore its constitu~ 
tiona! responsibility. It is our duty to 
regulate trade. The Tariff Commission 
should be responsible to the Congress, 
and trade agreements made should be 
based on economics and not placed in 
the hands of the State Department to 
be used in the field of international poli~ 
tics. 

I trust that the recommittal motion 
strengthening the peril point and escape 
clause is adopted by this body. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen~. 

tleman from Missouri [Mr. CARNAHAN]. 
Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the 

arguments brought forward in defense 
of free trade are admirable. We all 
realize that in the past, economic bar-
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riers have, in many cases, lead to a dif
ficult situation. Unreasonably high and 
unfair tariffs have fostered illwill and 
created tensions throughout the entire 
world. These tariff walls have prevented 
the fiow of goods and services to many 
areas that were in dire need of them. 
Unnecessary tariffs have created islands 
of prosperity surrounded by a sea of 
poverty and abject want. And the mor
alist often shouts that many tariffs are 
the products of selfishness and greed. 
But these are all arguments against 
high tariffs. The cold facts are that 
the United States is no longer, by any 
stretch of the imagination, a high-tariff 
country. On the contrary we are among 
the lowest of tariff countries. In fact, 
we rank 7th from the bottom on tariff 
rates. 

My concern of H. R. 1 is not on the 
grounds that there should be a general 
increase in tariff rates. We all recog~ 
nize that in selective areas further re~ 
duction in existing tariffs might be to 
the advantage of our entire economy. 
To permit such adjustments is of course 
the overall objective of H. R. 1. 

My concern is that any tariff policy 
of the United States should at least 
place foreign producers, having lower 
costs, in a reasonably comparable com
petitive position with efficient domestic 
producers. Such a policy certainly· 
should not discriminate in favor of 
foreign products. 

My concern is in connection with the 
effectiveness of the provisions of H. R. 1 
for safe-guarding domestic industry 
and local workers from injury during 
expansion of world trade. Such protec~ 
tion from serious injury is supposed to 
be provided through the peril-point and 
the escape-clause provision of the bill. 
These provisions in H. R. 1 are the same 
as were carried in former legislation. 

The peril-point and escape-clause 
provisions are rather technical and cum
bersome, but I will try to state simply 
what they are and how they are sup
posed to work. 

The peril point provides that before 
any reduction in a tariff rate on a spe~ 
cific product can be made, the President 
must obtain the advice of the Tariff 
Commission as to the point below which 
it believes a reduction could not be made · 
without causing or threatening serious 
injury to the domestic industries pro~ 
ducing the product. Such a point, desig
nated by the Commission, is the peril 
point. 

Should a tariff concession in any trade 
agreement made by the President under 
this legislation result in serious or 
threatened injury to a domestic indus~ 
try, the concession may be withdrawn 
or modified in accordance with a pro~ 
vision known as the escape clause, which 
must be included in every agreement. 

To use the escape clause, any inter~ 
ested party, by petition, may request the 
United States Tariff Commission to 
make an investigation and report to the 
President whether or not a concession 
has caused or threatened serious injury 
to a domestic industry. 

To date, the use of the peril point, and 
the escape clause, has not provided the 
mechanism whereby domestic industries 

and workers have been sufficiently pro· 
tected. 

Since the institution of the escape 
clause in 1948, there have been 59 appli~ 
cations for relief to the Tariff Commis~ 
sion. In 15 of these cases the Commis
sion found injury, or the threat of in~ 
jury, and so· reported to the President. 
In just five of these cases has the Presi~ 
dent taken action. These were: Worn~ 
en's fur felt hats and hat bodies, Oc~ 
tober 30, 1950; hatters' fur, January 5, 
1952; dried figs, Aligust 16, 1952; alsike 
cloverseed, June 30, 1954; watches, 
movements, and parts, July 27, 1954. 

Among serious criticisms of the present 
"escape clause" provisions are the fact 
that proceedings before the Tariff Com~ 
mission are lengthy, involving exhaustive 
hearings, and are often too expensive, 
especially for smaller industries. And 
further, the Commission may reach a 
decision on other evidence which was not 
presented in the hearings, thus not giving 
the interested industries an opportunity 
of rebuttal. And further, the domestic 
industries have no appeal from the find~ 
ings-of-fact of the Commission, nor are 
such findings conclusive or binding on 
the President. 

Yesterday, during consideration of the 
rule, I supported the attempt to amend 
the rule to permit amendments to H. R. 1, 
in a hope of strengthening the necessary 
protective .mechanism of this legislation. 
I sincerely hope that under the rule per
mitting amendment only by the Ways. 
and Means Committee, that action will 
be taken to correct these deficiencies. I 
will support any such amendment. 

Over 3,000 American workers at Pitts
burgh Plate Glass Co., Crystal City, Mo., 
have the specter of unemployment hover~ 
ing over their families because plate glass 
importations have risen alarmingly in 
the past few years. The plate glass in
dustry, which is so vital to the economy 
of Jefferson County, gets a greater ad
verse impact from foreign imports than 
do many other industries. 

According to a report prepared by the 
Department of Commerce, the importa
tion of plate glass in 1937 was 2,060,('00 
square feet. This figure has risen to 
26,876,000 square feet by 1953. Yet, ex .. 
ports of this product, which totaled 
3,281,000 square feet in 1937, has in~ 
creased to only 15,961,000 square feet as 
compared with 26,876,000 square feet of 
plate glass imports in 1953. 

If this trend persists, what is to become 
of the American plate glass industry?' 
What is to become of the tens of thou
sands of glass workers and their families 
throughout the country? Will they, in 
the words of a high Government em
ployee, "have to go South in the winter"? 
These are questions that are a burning 
issue with these affected workers. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Min· 
nesota [Mr. McCARTHY]. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, in 
my opinion the consideration of this bill 
has suffered· because of extreme state
ments made by both those who support 
it and by those who are opposed to it. 
The problem of trade arrangements, we 
must acknowledge, is an extremely com
plicated one. Those who oppose this 
measure and those who seek to modify 
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the trade program are, I am sure, as 
sincere in their intentions and as con· 
cerned about the general welfare of our 
nation as those who support the program. 
I do not believe that we should approach 
it by distinguishing its supporters as 
men concerned with the national interest 
and its opponents as men from groups 
worried about some particular product 
or some particular segment of their in
dustry in the manner of Mr. Charles Taft 
before our committee. 

The extremist opponents of reciprocal 
trade state that it will ruin the American 
economy. On the other hand, support
ers of the bill in some cases have made 
statements which, in my opinion, at
tribute greater power and significance to 
the trade program than it deserves. 
President Eisenhower, for example, has 
said that "if we fail in our trade policy, 
we may fail in all. Our domestic employ
ment, our standard of living, our secu
rity, and the solidarity of the free 
world- all are involved." Other mem
bers of the administration spoke in a 
similar vein. The same tone prevailed in 
statements by the Administration's Com
mittee on Foreign Economic Policy and 
the Committee for a Nationa!'Trade Pol
icy. The passage of H. R. 1 is neither a 
great threat to American industry, nor is 
it a final answer to international eco
nomic problems. 

"Trade not aid'' was a widely used 
slogan in the campaign of 1952 and has 
been continued in use since the election 
of that year. Through the use of this 
slogan and accompanying statements, 
the impression was given that the mutual 
assistance and aid programs previously 
carried out under the Democratic admin
istrations were somehow unjustifiable, 
if not unnecessary, and implied also that 
a trade program was a ·possible alterna
tive. As a matter of fact this was not 
the case. The economic conditions of 
the nations of Europe in the immediate 
postwar years were not such as to per
mit the exchange of commodities of 
equal value. The labor forces of these 
countries were severely reduced. Much 
of their livestock had been destroyed 
and their whole agriculture set back. 
Their capital goods, machines, and fac
tories were in many cases destroyed and 
generally worn out. These nations 
could not engage in international trade 
by exporting surpluses since, except for 
a few commodities, they had no sur
pluses. What they needed was not trade 
opportunities, but an aid program such 
as was provided. The economies in 
most of these countries has improved to 
a point where the aid program can be 
reduced. This is not true in every case. 
A slogan "Trade and aid'' would better 
describe what is needed in international 
economic policy today. Countries such 
as India, for example, do not need for
eign markets for their goods in any abso .. 
lute sense, for India's present production 
is wholly inadequate to meet the poten .. 
tial needs of its own people. India does 
not need technical advice-there are 
Indian engineers and technicians-so 
much as it needs capital goods to make 
a reality of the plans of these engineers 
and technicians. 

Certainly, to the extent possible, it is Trade policy must be a part of our 
desirable that we receive a fair return over-all policy. In practice there have 
for what we export to other peoples. I been indications that the Administration 
think it is true to say also that the people realizes this. However in public utter
of foreign countries and their govern- ances and in declaration of program and 
ments prefer such an arrangement to policy, this fact has not been clearly ad
one in which we give to them direct aid. mitted. There has been a tendency to 

In these past 20 years in which we publicly over-simplify the problem as 
have had a reciprocal trade program, well as the solution. The simple propo
particularly in the period since World sition of "Trade not aid" is not adequate 
War II, there has occurred what has in the complexity of international eco
been described as a revolution in world nomic and political relations today. 
trade. There has been a reshuffling of The tariff as an instrument of inter
the commodities being imported and ex- national trade control is not as effective 
ported by the different nations and areas today as it was 20 years ago. One writer 
of the world. The days when the United has described the tariff as an economic 
States and Europe were mutually inter- "tank or artillery piece in the day of 
dependent are gone. The fact is that atomic warfare." The reduction of tar
the European nations, as well as the iffs is not expected by economists to stim
Japanese, now export goods which we ulate trade to any great extent. The 
no longer want to buy and which in fact English economist Julian Amery said 
compete with our own products. The that it is not at all "certain that Europe 
advantages for the most part are rela- would greatly increase her dollar earn
tive ones resulting from the fact that ings even if the American tariff would be 
one nation or the other may be able to drastically reduced and simplified." 
produce particular articles more eco- Since the present bill contains no provi
nomically than the other. This duplica- sion for any drastic reduction, it seems 
tion of products by the United States we must anticipate the limitations of its 
and the countries of Europe existed even effects on international trade. 
before World War II. Commerce in that If the trade changes likely to result 
period was principally through the me- from putting into effect the program 
dium of third countries: the United permitted by the passage of this legisla
States selling in Europe; the Europeans tion are not likely to have any significant 
selling in Latin America or Asia; and effect on international trade, neither are 
the United States in turn receiving such they likely to greatly injure Alrierican 
things as rubber, tin, coffee, and similar industry as has been suggested by some 
commodities from these countries. of the opponents of this bill. The overall 

In recent years even the so-called effect is likely to be slightly advan .. 
backward countries have pursued the tageous to American industry. In their 
path of economic independence and testimony the representatives of seg .. 
have made great strides toward achiev- ments of certain industries generally did 
ing such independence. The develop- not take into account the overall posi
ment of industries in other parts of the tion of their industry in international 
world has altered trade patterns and to trade. For example, the chemical indus
some extent has driven us economically try is producing goods at an annual rate 
apart from our allies, particularly in of $20 billion. For the first 9 months of 
Western Europe. Yet while we have been 1954, exports were running at an annual 
separated from our allies economically, rate of $894 million excluding special 
we have become increasingly involved military items. For the first 9 months of 
with them strategically in view of the 1954, imports of chemicals were running 
threat of Soviet aggression. at an annual rate of $242 million. This 

The Secretary of Defense, Mr. Wilson, import figure is just a little over one .. 
appearing before our committee, pointed fourth of chemical exports, and it is a 
out that it was a part of the administra- very small fraction, as you can see, of 
tion's policy to establish abroad plants the total production of the chemical in
which would produce materials which are dustry. This total picture indicates that 
important in war and which are difficult the United States chemical industry has 
to transport. The particular example he fared well in international trade. 
cited was that of munitions. As this Spokesmen from the electrical industry 
principle is applied to other needs either also opposed this bill. Again the record 
by our own policy or by the policy pur- shows that the production of this indus
sued by allied nations, economic inter-· try reached seventeen billion in 1953; its 
dependence will be even further reduced. exports were eight hundred million, and 
We cannot expect a trade policy to carry its imports slightly over $50 million-ap
the whole burden of responsibility for · proximately one-third of 1 percent of the 
carrying out the strategic demands of total production and less than one-tenth 
the day. Not all of our allies are able to of the exports of electrical goods and 
bear in every respect a proportionate equipment. Similarly the cotton indus
share of military preparedness. In some try in 1953 produced 10 billion square 
cases the most strategically located coun- yards of cotton goods, exported over 600 
try may be the least able by virtue million square yards, while only 45 mil
of the weakness of its economy to sup.. lion square yards were imported. 
port defense facilities. In these cases, If trade relations were so changed as 
o}?viously trade will not solve the prob- to seriously interfere with the export 
lem. On the other hand, an economically of these goods, it is quite possible that 
strong nation may not be so located as to former exporters as emcient producers 
be of particularly strategic value. In would concentrate more intensely on the 
this case other arrangements and agree.. domestic market and that the position 
ments are called for. The theme is mu- of some of the firms, especially those 
tual defense. asking for tariff protection, would be 
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even more seriously endangered by 
the intensified competition from other 
American producers. 

The fact that the general evidence 
indicates. support for this p;rogram does 
not excuse us from attention to the diffi
culties of industries which may be par
ticularly hard hit. We :must not sub
ordinate considerations of social welfare 
and of the measure of stability in society 
to a purely economic question and con
sideration. Efficiency is not the only 
standard for the conduct of human 
affairs or of political affairs. When 
decisions with regard to international 
trade are made principally on the basis 
of national policy or international policy, 
a particular industry and the employees 
of that industry should not be called 
upon to bear the whole cost and to suffer 
all the consequences. But, rather, this 
cost should be borne by the whole of the 
American political community. It was 
not within the jurisdiction of our com
mittee to consider all of the actions that 
might be necessary in order to provide 
an adequate program to take care of this 
difficulty. In my opinion, however, the 
administration should give attention to 
this problem and should propose a com
prehensive program involving legislation 
in addition to the trade program. Such 
a program should include proposals for 
a more adequate unemployment compen
sation~ reeducation of workingmen, re
location and rehabilitation of industrial 
areas, and encouragement of reinvest
ment in areas which have been particu
larly affected by international trade 
policy or by drastic changes within our 
own domestic economy. The need is for 
a comprehensive program which is ad
justed to the needs of our own time. 
We have come to realize that we cannot 
conduct our international affairs accord
ing to the methods of the last genera
tion. I think that we should also realize 
that perhaps the reciprocal trade pro
gram . which was good 20 years ago may 
be somewhat outdated today. 

The greatest fear of Europe in recent 
years has not been over our trade pol
icy, but rather over the state of our own 
economy. Statistics on international 
trade for the United States show that 
our foreign trade comprises about 7 per
cent of our gross national product. This 
percentage has held fairly stable despite 
the condition of recession, readjustment, 
depression, improvement, prosperity, or 
stability in our economy. Economists 
and business people ·alike are generally 
agreed that the best hope for an in
crease of imports and exports depends 
on the continuously expanding economy 
in the United States itself. Imports and 
increase of international trade would 
likely to be encouraged more from full 
employment and a nearly 100 percent 
operation of our American economy than 
from the passage of H. R. 1. 

If we proceed .. from the best year to 
the second best year, and from that to 
the third best year or worse, interna
tional trade is likely to suffer despite any 
action to liberalize trade policy. The 
successful conduct of foreign policy gen
erally and the American effect upon in
ternational economic· affairs depends 
upon the health and vitality of our own 

economy. There is a danger that 
through progressive moderation we may· 
get back normalcy. I will say that nor
malcy is synonymous with mediocrity. 
In times such as these our response must 
be, I think, somewhat above tbe level 
of the mediocre. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. In respect 
to what the gentleman says about the 
possible effect of the bill on international 
trade, is it not possible that as a result of 
the action of the Congress this bill is. 
changed so as to make it possible to more 
sharply limit the trade by increasing cer
tain tariffs, there will be some check 
upon international trade as it existed 
without the possibility of increases in 
amount? · 

Mr. McCARTHY. I believe that the 
bill provides adequate controls and ade
quate checks to give the protection 
which is justified and demanded by 
American industry. There is no reason 
to believe, either on the basis of the lan
guage of the bill or the actual interna
tional trade situation that any great in
crease in trade. will result. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. CANFIELD]. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, thou
sands of my constituents engaged in the 
textile industry are terribly concerned 
about what we do here today. Inasmuch 
as we cannot amend the bill under the 
closed rule, I am hoping that the recom-

. mittal motion will offer to that great in
dustry, an essential industry, and its 
workers, some measure of hope and com
fort. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. VuRsELLJ. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to congratulate the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED] for providing a re
committal amendment that will come up 
later. I had hoped that we might go 
farther, but it appears that that is about 
the best solution and probably offers 
the best opportunity to bring some aid 
to distressed industries throughout this 
country. 

I should like to take the very few min
utes I have to discuss very briefly the ef
fect on the independent oil industry that 
has come under our present program 
with respect to reciprocal trade. It is 
well known that we have not been able 
to get any relief, though we have tried 
for the last number of years. I should 
like to bring to the attention of this 
Congress the fact that about 90 percent 
of foreign oil is controlled outside of Rus
sia by 5. or 6 of our big, major com
panies here in the United States; that 
they are devoting more attention to for~ 
eign oil now, with greater reserves, than 
they are to the domestic trade. So, we 
must rely more heavily on the independ
ent oil industry of the Nation. 

I should like also . to point out that we 
have been trying to get a limitation of oil 
imports for a number of years. lt might 
surprise the Members of the Congress to 
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know that at the close of World War It 
we were importing only about 300,000 
barrels of oil a day. The figure has gone 
up precipitately until we are importing 
1,065,000 barrels a day and the major 
companies, all with their headquarters in 
the United States, have projected their' 
figures for imports for the coming 6 
months of this year to about 1,250,000 
barr.els of oil a day, an increase of over 
400 percent. They have failed to cut 
back imports even though they have at 
times indicated they would do so. They 
will not cut back imports voluntarily in 
the future. 

The result has been a compelled cut
back of local production monthly and 
yearly, for lack of consumer demand, 
and we shall have to continue to cut 
back and to cut back and to lay off 
hundreds of thousands of men, and at 
the same time taking away from the Fed
eral Treasury many millions of dollars 
which otherwise would be brought in 
taxes into the Federal Treasury, if the 
independent oil industry of this country 
were permitted to produce and expand in 
a normal way. 

I think the question of national de
fense has a very important place in our 
consideration. We know that at the 
beginning of World War II our reserves 
were greater, of oil above the ground 
and oil known to be ready for produc
tion, than they are today. We know 
that the submarines then cut off much of 
the importation of foreign oil. We 
know that had we not been strong and 
virile in this country in production by 
independents, as well as by the majors, 
we would have been in very dire circum
stances at that time. V'{e are in a worse 
·position today than we were then. The 
world is uneasy. We might be driven 
quickly into another world war. Then 
we would find that in the last few years 
we have been placing too great a depend
ence on foreign oil. We would find 
great swarms of submarines developed 
by Russia and other countries in cooper
ation with her sinking oil tankers great
ly reducing, and perhaps almost cutting 
off from our country, the necessary oil 
and oil products that we must have. 
We know that the trucks and tanks of 
the Army, and the planes of the Air 
Force that will girdle the earth, and the 
ships of the Navy that will prowl the 
seas, if we get into another war, all nec
essary if we are to succeed, are powered 
by oil and gasoline. We know, in addi
tion, that we have suffered a serious eco
nomic impact. For instance, in my own 
district-and I am speaking today for 
three States, known as the tri-State 
area-the situation is this. At the close 
of the war we were producing over 
500,000 barrels of oil a day. Now, with 
an extended reserve, we are only pro
ducing about 250,000 barrels of oil a day. 
The · rigs are being stacked. The men 
are being laid off. All over the United 
States, wherever we find a great oil
producing area, they are suffering from 
the same economic impact. And we are 
suffering from the same danger to our 
national defense if we should have the 
bad luck of finding ourselves someday 
thrust into another war. 
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We cannot say that this is a trade .. 

instead-of-aid proposition, because two
thirds of the oil that is coming into this 
country is coming in large part from 
saudi-Arabia, one of the richest nations 
per capita in the world; from Venezuela, 
which is a very rich nation per capita 
compared with ours. We cannot say 
that this comes under the trade-not
aid proposal. It is just as simple as 
that. 

There are many other industries 
throughout the United States that need 
protection. We have found by experi
ence that the escape clause has not 
worked sufficiently to give relief to those 
various industries that are in distress, 
when we ·have given away something 
like $50 billion to help rehabilitate those 
countries and now they are in competi
tion with us. 

I think it is time that this Congress go 
as far as it can by adopting this recom
mittal motion and give some aid to our 
own people, rather than, after giving 
away $50 billion, continue to give away 
our markets to foreign countries. I 
hope this body will approve the recom
mittal motion that will give some addi
tional aid to domestic industries that are 
in distress. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAN 
ZANDT]. 

Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Chairman, the 
opposition expressed by a great many 
members of this House to the gag rule 
now in effect on H. R. 1 reveals the feel
ing on the part of a great percentage of 
the American people that this legislation 
should be open for amendments. 

I opposed the gag rule yesterday, and 
shall vote to recommit the bill. If the 
motion to recommit the bill fails, I shall 
vote againt H. R. 1 on final passage be
cause the interests of American wage
earners are not protected. 

After all, it is only through appropri
ate amendments that the jobs of Ameri
can wage earners can be protected. 

As the printed hearings on H. R. 1 will 
show, a long list of Members of Congress 
as well as spokesmen for numerous in
dustries appeared before the House Ways 
and Means Committee pleading that 
H. R. 1 be amended in order that relief 
might be provided to many of our basic 
industries which have suffered because 
of the unfair competition resulting from 
a :flood of cheaply manufactured foreign 
goods. 

Many Members of Congress who ap
peared before the House Ways and 
Means Committee in protest against the 
damaging effects on the jobs of Ameri
can wage earners resulting from recipro
cal trade agreements have supported the 
principle of reciprocal trade in previous 
Congresses but to use their own words
they could not continue to do so · any 
longer unless appropriate amendments 
were adopted. 

When I first came to Congress in 1939 
I opposed reciprocal trade agreements 
on the grounds that they were destroying 
the jobs of coal miners in my congres
sional district in Pennsylvania. At that 
time, imported Russian coal had cap
tured some of the eastern seaboard coal 

markets from coal producers in my con
gressional district. 

During the early part of World War II 
and before resigning my seat in Con
gress to return to military service, I sup
ported the extension of reciprocal trade 
agreements in the 78th Congress because 
we were at war and the demand for coal 
revived our coal industry. 

When I was elected to the 80th Con
gress I voted in favor of extending re
ciprocal trade agreements with the 
understanding that American industries 
would be protected from unfair competi
tion resulting from a flood of cheaply 
manufactured foreign goods. 

For example, in Pennsylvania residual 
oil from Venezuela was beginning to 
flood the eastern seaboard, thus de
stroying the market for Pennsylvania
mined coal. 

During the 82d Congress I voted to 
extend reciprocal trade agreements be
cause there was contained therein the 
so-called peril-point amendment which 
was designed to provide a checkrein on 
imports that could destroy the jobs of 
American wage earners. 

During the 83d Congress I joined many 
of my colleagues in an effort to stop the 
uncontrolled :flow of foreign goods. 
Many of you will recall that we were sup
porting the Simpson bill. My special 
interest was in regulating the :flood of 
foreign residual oil by placing a quota 
limitation on the importation of such oil. 
As many of you will recall, the Simpson 
bill was returned to the committee. 

During the early part of 1954 the so
called Randall committee was created 
and took testimony from spokesmen for 
industries adversely affected by the im- , 
portation of cheaply manufactured for
eign goods. I regret to state that the 
coal industry was denied the opportunity 
to present its side of the case. Conse
quently the Randall report ignored the 
increasingly serious situation existing in 
the coal-producing States of our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, by my votes as a Mem
ber of Congress there is ample proof that 
I believe in the principles of reciprocal 
trade agreements and that I supported 
them until I found a wholesale disregard 
for protecting the jobs of American 
workmen. 

It became evident that the so-called 
peril-point amendment was meaning
less and that the Randall committee 
merely performed a window-dressing 
job and actually by their recommenda
tions threw American wage earners to 
the wolves. 

Mr. Chairman, I voted against the ex
tension of reciprocal trade agreements 
last year and I intend to continue to do 
so until the interest of the American 
working man is protected. 

As a means of attaining the objective 
of protecting the jobs of American work
men, I have 3 bills pending before the 
House Ways and Means Committee, 
namely: H. R. 345, H. R. 864, and H. R. 
3019. 

H. R. 345 is designed to provide a 5-
percent quota limitation on imports of 
foreign residual oil; while H. R. 3019 
would increase the limitation to 10 
percent. 

H. R. 864 provides a permanent pro
cedure for the adjustment of tariff rates 

on a selective basis and regulates the 
flow of imported articles on a basis of 
fair competition with domestic articles. 
H. R. 864 also contains a 5-percent quota 
limitation on imports of foreign residual 
oil. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to H. R. 1 
because it will continue the disastrous 
effects on our economy by the reckless 
importation of foreign goods manufac
tured at a fraction of the wages paid 
American workmen. 

For several weeks the House Ways 
and Means Committee has heard expert 
testimony from spokesmen for various 
industries regarding the adverse effects 
reciprocal trade agreements are having 
on our industrial economy. These ex
perts produced facts showing that the 
employees of the industry affected not 
only lost their jobs but many of the 
manufacturing plants have been driven 
to financial distress, and in some in
stances were forced to close their doors. 

Spokesmen for the coal industry told 
how the :flood of foreign residual oil from 
Venezuela has destroyed the domestic 
coal markets of the miners in Pennsyl
vania, Maryland, and West Virginia. 

Back in 1939 when I first voiced my 
opposition to the importation of slave
mined Russian coal and other cheaply 
manufactured foreign products, I pre
dicted that such a reckless policy would 
create ghost towns out of many com
munities in my congressional district 
and throughout the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, my prediction in 1939 
has become a reality. Practically all 
of our deep mines in central Pennsyl
vania are closed and thousands of miners 
have been out of work for several years. 
In fact, many mining towns have been 
abandoned and their empty and dilapi
dated rows of houses stand as a monu
ment to the destructive effects of the 
importation of foreign residual oil. Be
cause they have nowhere to go, there 
are only a few of the unemployed in the 
coal fields of central Pennsylvania that 
have left the area. The result is that 
today, according to the United States 
Department of Labor, my congressional 
district is classified as a critical area be
cause of the fact that nearly 18 percent 
of the civilian labor force is unemployed. 

This unemployment is not confined to 
coal-miners but includes those employed 
in affected related industries such as the 
1·ailroads. 

Mr. Chairman, in my home city of 
Altoona, Pa., nearly 10,000 people are 
unemployed, 6,000 of whom are railroad 
employees with 4,100 of this number 
having exhausted their rights on Janu
ary 10, 1955 to railroad unemployment 
insurance benefits. A similar condition 
exists among coal miners and others who 
have lost their right to unemployment 
compensation benefits from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, every community ln 
my congressional district has an active 
committee engaged in trying to attract 
new industries and millions of dollars 
have been raised by voluntary subscriP
tion to finance this long-range program 
of rehabilitating the industrial economy 
of the area. 
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While this united community effort 

goes on, thousands of my constituents
all good Americans and victims of this 
reckless foreign-trade policy-are today 
dependent for their existence upon pub
lic assistance and surplus food commod .. 
ities. 

I regret that every member of this 
Committee is unable to talk to these un.:.. 
employed Americans as they stand in 
line to pick up their food coupons. If 
it were possible for you to talk to them, 
you would hear the pitiful story of their 
plight as citizens of a nation that boasts 
of its high standard of living. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, com· 
munities affected by unemployment in · 
cooperation with the State and Federal 
Government are endeavoring to rehabil .. 
itate their economy by attracting new 
industries. The unemployment situa
tion, however, is getting worse as mines 
continue to close and more miners and 
railroaders are losing their jobs. 

While this unfortunate situation pre .. 
vails in the United States, residents of 
Venezuela, which is the chief exporter 
of residual oil, are enjoying unbridled 
prosperity. 

Let me read you excerpts from Hal 
Boyle's syndicated column of January 24, 
1955, titled "Venezuela seen as the Texas 
of South America'': 

So much money is being made here (Ven
ezuela) that visiting Texans actually get an 
inferiority complex and the United States 
dollar feels like 50 cents. * * • The visitor 
has a dazed sensation he is caught in a mid
century Klondike gold rush. The atmosphere 
of quick money is overwhelming, and tales of 
riches made overnight are a Bolivar a dozen. 
• • • Venezuela is bigger than Texas and 
Oklahoma combined and larger than any 
European country except Germany. * • * 
Its chief income is from oil-no land except 
the United States produces more. * * * 

Although the nation has a population of 
only 5Y:z million, the Government spent half 
a billion dollars.in 1954 on vast public-works 
projects and still ended up with $80 million 
left in the till. • • • Foreign investors from 
the United States and Europe are pouring 
untold millions into the industrialization of 
the country. It has taken in more than 100,-
000 immigrants from Europe the last 10 
years. • • • 

Caracas, the 388-year-old capital, is now 
one of the world's greatest boom cities. 
Fifty years ago milkmen herded cows 
.through its ancient streets. Today they are 
jammed by thousands of new high-priced 
motorcars. • • * Nearly . a million people 
live in the metropolitan area, and so many 
new buildings are going up construction 
workers have no time to even take Sundays 
off to go to the bullfights. 

But the city has abysmal poverty as well as 
tremendous wealth. The shanties of the poor 
still crowd many of the raw red hills that 
stud Caracas,. The Government has torn 
down thousands of these eyesores and re
placed them with forty 15-story apartment 
buildings at a cost of $24 million. Workmen 
can rent the apartments for $6 to $30 a 
month, own them after a period of 20 years. 

In 1955 the Government plans to tear 
down 6,500 more snacks and spend $25 mil
lion more on apartment projects for low
-income workers. 

Mr. Chairman, what a contrast it is 
to compare living conditions in Venezuela 
with the coal fields of Pennsylvania. 

May I add that the prosperity enjoyed 
in Venezuela is to a great extent at the 
expense of the misery and suffering of 
residents of the coal-producing States of 

our Nation and especially of" ·my con
gressional district. 

At this very minute a quarter of a mil
lion ton tanker ship is tied up at an 
east coast dock carrying disaster to the 
coal, railroad and related industries of 
this Nation, in much the same manner as 
rat-infested vessels brought disease into 
our port cities in years gone by. 

This foreign tanker with its bunker 
space filled with residual oil is dumping it 
in violation of every American concept of 
fair competition. As a matter of fact, 
even if the miners of our Nation would 
work for nothing and the railroads trans .. 
ported the coal for practically nothing, 
the coal industry could not compete with 
this unfair competition from foreign 
residual oil because its price is continu .. 
ally manipulated downward to capture 
the eastern seaboard coal market. 

Mr. Chairman, it is being said in de .. 
fense of residual oil that the oil com
panies have been requested to restrict 
voluntarily the amount of residual oil 
imported quarterly. 

It has also been said that if any re .. 
strictions are placed on the importation 
of foreign residual oil that we will offend 
Venezuela. 

Let me state, Mr. Chairman, that every 
time a coal miner loses his job because 
of the unfair competition from foreign 
residual oil a railroader has also been 
added to the list of the unemployed. 

Mr. Chairman, those of us who rep
resent coal-producing States recognize 
foreign residual oil as the arch-enemy of 
our industrial economy. 

Therefore, I plead with you that H. R. 1 
be returned to committee so that appro .. 
priate amendments can be adopted. 

As far as I am concerned, it is about 
time we start adopting some of the poli
cies foreign nations apply against us in 
protecting the jobs of their industrial 
workers. 

Mr. Chairman, H. R. 1 without appro .. 
priate amendments will not correct the 
unemployment situation and afford the 
necessary relief to . distressed industries 
and therefore I cannot conscientiously 
vote for it. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten .. 
nessee [Mr. EVINsJ. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairnm.n, during 
the last session of the Congress-the 
2d session of the 83d Congress-when 
we were then debating and giving 
consideration to the bill to renew the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, I felt 
the occasion was ripe to quote an old say .. 
ing which was this: "0, defend me from 
my friends; I can defend myself from my 
enemies." 

The occasion for this remark, we may 
recall, Mr. Chairman, was the weak, in .. 
adequate and watered -down measure 
which the Congress was called to act 
upon in this regard-a so-called exten .. 
sion of the Cordell Hull Trade Agree
ments Act. 

The bill which the Congress then re
luctantly passed called for a 1-year ex-
tension of this great program for peace 
and international amity and prosperity, 
That measure was placed before the Con
gress by the President's own party lead
ers in the Congress and was in direct 
conflict with the President's own ex .. 

pressed wishes with regard to what was 
needed in a trade act. The compromise 
which was accepted by the President was 
forced on him. His friends, as we know, 
knew what was best-they did it their 
way. 

It is a strange thing, in the political 
life of our Nation, that the President 
should only now be getting out of the 
committee the kind of trade bill he has 
always favored and advocated as neces .. 
sary to the furtherance of our interna
tional relations and foreign policy. In 
this instance, his political adversaries 
have proved to be his friends-he has 
been put in the position of depending 
upon the Democratic Party to do what 
his own party would not do for his ad
ministration. · 

I may say to the· President that the 
Democratic Party is glad to do it-inas
much as the trade policy on which he 
has wisely set store is a keystone in the 
philosophy of the Democratic Party. · 

I am grateful for the opportunity to 
vote upon a measure which calls for ex
tending this great act for a proper period 
of 3 years. 

I will not go so far as to say that those 
who oppose this bill have taken a lesson 
from the Dark Ages-but some of the 
arguments which we have heard both on 
and off the floor and by the blizzard of 
propaganda leaflets which have almost 
flooded our offices remind us that some 
would turn the clock back to the days of 
McKinley. · 

History records that the Smoot-Haw
ley high-tariff act was passed in the 
1920's-in the midst of world economic 
exhaustion following World War I. We 
then erected a Wall of China around our 
Nation to carry out the McKinley phil
osophy that we "sell everything and buy 
nothing." 

This was assuredly a lapse into the ox-
cart age-a tragic lapse we now know in 
viewing the havoc and wreckage of 
World War II into which the world was 
plunged from the depths of a world
wide depression and economic suffoca
tion. 

As a matter of practical fact, we know 
today, any businessman knows that it is 
not possible to achieve such a state of 
economic bliss as some would propose, 
namely, "sell everything and buy noth
ing." Trade is a two-way street-from 
the corner drug store to the largest cor .. 
poration. 

It cannot be all "gimme" and no give 
and take. 

It is this philosophy, this belief, Mr. 
Chairman, in the necessity and import
ance of reducing tariff barriers and mak .. 
ing trade a two-way street which served 
as the guilding principle in the life· of 
Judge Cordell Hull, of Tennessee-the 
author of the reciprocal trade agree
ments program. 

This great act is an immortal, living 
monument to my distinguished prede .. 
cessor in Congress and the inspiration 
of many who strive .for service in the 
Congress. No monument which Judge 
Hull erected for himself through his 
brilliant, tireless, and far-visioned ef
forts-including even his historic service 
to the Nation as Secretary of State dur
ing the Roosevelt administration during 
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World War II-stands as a greater trib .. 
ute to this statesman than the measure 
which we are called upon to extend 
today. 

Judge Hull had the vision to foresee 
the modern concept of a world growing 
progressively smaller-a more closelY 
allied and interrelated-and that in such 
a world it was essential to break down 
the protective walls of high tariff that 
our Nation had erected. This wall was 
built up-high anQ. unsurmountable, at 
first-to protect an infant American in
dustry. It has taken many years to 
bring our Nation to the realization that 
trade, low tariff commercial intercourse 
between nations, is in our Nation's best 
interest economically-and, more impor
tant for America to realize, one of the 
greatest deterrents to war and one of the 
greatest promoters of peace that could 
be possible. · 

Judge Hull's vision foresaw peace 
without vast armaments-but through 
the means of friendly relations and 
friendly and peaceful and profitable 
trade between nations. 

Some advocates, forgetting what we 
have already built in international amity 
through the means of friendly trade, 
argue that such a trade policy cripples 
American industry. Certainly, I cannot 
and would not support any measure that 
would do that-and I do not believe that 
there are any crippling features harmful 
to American industry and agriculture 
and our way of life in this act. I think 
the opposite is true. · 

I have the greatest confidence that 
American industry which turns out and 
produces the greatest products in the 
world can meet the competition from 
any source in the world ·and be stronger 
for it. Our Nation was not built on 
handouts and monopolies-but on com
petition which brought forth the best in 
the man and in our chosen way of life. 

I believe that the quality of American 
products, the desirability of American 
products, the durability of American 
products-the ingenuity of the Ameri
can producer-can not· only keep our own 
domestic markets vigorous but create 
greater, more extensive markets in other 
countries. 

Mr. Chairman, to clamp down restric
tions of trade at this time of prevailing 
crisis and uncertainty and tension would 
be to slam the door in the face of a good 
neighbor-a neighbor who might one day 
be in a position to help one put out a 
fire in one's house. 

We cannot deal in any such unfriendly, 
hostile, and provocative manner with our 
friends, or those whom we wish and need 
to have as our friends. 

Trade barriers must be reduced and 
kept down. Let us sell our products 
abroad and make it possible for other 
nations to sell their products abroad. 
Herein is the answer to those nations 
who have not full assurance in their own 
minds of our backing and support in the 
dismal prospect presented by Communist 
propaganda. Full cooperation, econom
ically, and militarily, is the answer to the 
problem presented bY. Communist im
perialism. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is the path .to 
eventual peace. Herein lies our hope for 
lasting peace. · Herein lies the hope of 

other nations-that they may engage in 
commerce with our great Nation and 
with other nations without unreasonable 
and insurmountable barriers-that they 
may have hope for their own industria1 
and agricultural development and 
progress. 

Mr. Chairman, we must do nothing as 
a nation which deprives ourselves and 
other nations of our innate right to 
hope. . 

We must take those courses of action 
which promote peace, prosperity, and 
better understanding. 

Trade is the international language. 
It speaks the words of peace and pros
perity throughout the world. Let us ex
tend this act and serve notice to the 
world that America's aim is still and 
always will be peace. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle .. 
man from Utah [Mr. DAwsoN]. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair .. 
man, during my two previous terms as a 
Member of this Ho.use, I have alway~ 
voted for the extension of the Reciprocal 
Trade Act. I was convinced then-and 
I still am convinced-that we must have 
a healthy foreign trade program not only 
for the prosperity of this Nation but for 
the prosperity of friendly nations over
seas. 

In voting for these extensions previ ... 
ously, I did so with some reservation, 
perhaps a "minimum of enthusiasm" 
would describe my feelings. But I always 
felt confident that if a trade agreement 
turned out to be in error, there was al., 
ways the escape-clause proceedings to 
protect our domestic industries from 
serious injury. 

My confidence in the efficacy of the 
escape clause, however, has been shat
tered by events of the past. Fifteen 
times the Tariff Commission has found 
that a trade concession was causing in
jury to a domestic industry. Yet, only 
in five of those cases has the President 
taken the corrective action recommended 
by the Commision. 

Let me review the record of the past 
2 years in regard to one of our vital 
domestic defense industries-the mining 
of lead and zinc. 

Approximately 2 years ago, the House 
Ways anc! Means Committee opened 
hearings on a measure introduced by 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. His bill 
proposed a sliding tariff to protect our 
domestic lead-zinc mines which were in 
serious difficulty due to the dumping of 
foreign metals on the United States 
market. 

This measure, moderate as it was, ran 
into heavy opposition from the Depart
ment of State. 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles 
told the committee that the Simpson 
bill was, first, contrary to our trade poli:.. 
cies; and, second, unnecessary. 

There is of course machinery provided by 
the present act which permits of relief in 
special situations of the kind you refer to.. 
I see no reason why the industry that you 
have in mind should not· have recourse to 
the provisions of the present act--

Secretary Dulles testified. 
He was referring to the lead-zinc in

dustry and the provision he recom-

mended they take advantage of was the. 
escape clause provision. 

Thus encouraged by the administra
tion, the industry sought relief under 
the escape .clause provision. An appli-· 
cation was filed and hundreds of pages . 
of expert testimony were taken in hear ... 
ings before the Tariff Commission. In 
April 1954, after nearly 9 months of 
study, the Commission rendered a 
unanimous decision to the President to 
the effect that the domestic industry 
was being damaged and relief was
necessary. 

From the reports I get, apparently the 
decision of the Tariff Commission was 
approved by all but one of the executive 
departments-the Department of State. 
Nevertheless, the State Department's 
views prevailed and the President chose 
the alternative of stockpiling. This al
ternative has not worked and the mines 
that are continuing to operate in this 
Nation are struggling for their exist .. 
ence. 

Metal can be stockpiled. Mines can .. 
not. They fill with water. Their roofs 
cave in. The miners reluctantly drift 
away. Exploration for new sources ot 
metal ceases. This is happening with 
ever increasing frequency throughout 
the rich metal producing States today. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. With 
respect to the matter of stockpiling of 
the products of the mines to which the 
gentleman refers, do I understand that 
imports of those materials increased in 
this time during which we have been 
stockpiling the metals? 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. That is cor.; 
rect, imports have increased, and I think 
I can explain to the gentleman why they 
have increased. The result of the stock
piling· has been this: The Government 
took the newly mined domestic ores and 
put them into the stockpile, and that left 
a ·vacuum in the market which permitted 
the foreigners to move in and take ad
vantage of the increased price that was 
made possible by the stockpiling. · 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Then, 
in reality, our stockpiling, which many 
thought was for the purpose of helping 
the American producer, for the purpose 
of increasing the consumption domes
tically, and the keeping up of the Amer
ican mines, redounded to the benefit of 
the foreign producer to an equal extent 
to which it helped the American pro
ducer. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. The gentle .. 
man is correct. That has been the ef .. 
feet of it. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Is it 
the gentleman's conclusion that stock
piling has been a solution for the lead
zinc situation in the West? · · 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. My opinion is 
that the stockpiling is merely a pallia
tive which offered some temporary relief. 
At the time the announcement was 
made, lead went up 1 Y4 cents a pound 
and zinc went up 1 Y4 cents a pound, 
but zinc has never gone up one penny 
since that time, . and the stockpiling pro
gram is just simply a stopgap move-
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ment. It offers no permanent relief for 
a sick industry. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the 'gentleman. · 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. The net re
sult has been to completely reverse the 
relative share of the domestic lead and 
zinc market supplied by American work
ers in American mines. 

In ·1949 the domestic lead-zinc min
ers had 62.2 percent of the total domes
tic market. By 1954 the foreign pro
ducer was supplying 61 percent of the 
metal used in the United States. 

In H. R. 1, as reported from commit
tee, we have a· bill that not only (con
tinues the President's broad power to 
negotiate trade agreements but expands 
it. No provision is made in the bill to 
strengthen the Tariff Commission's hand 
in escape-clause proceedings. · 

The amendment to be proposed by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED], 
in his motion to recommit should not 
be an onerous requirement. It appears 
to me that it is at most a minimum 
strengthening of the escape-clause pro
vision. The President still will have the 
right to overrule the Commission's find• 
ings if he believes such action is neces
sary for the national security. 

I had hoped that this amendment 
would be stronger and I proposed that 
the Congress, not the President, be given 
final authority to decide what action if 
'any should be taken · after the Tariff 
.Commission ·finds: that a· ·trade agree
ment entered into by the President is 
putting a domestic industry out of busi
ness. Instead of reporting its findings 
under the escape clause to the President, 
under my proposal the Tariff Commis
sion ·would report to Congress and in 
the absence of a majority overriding vote 
by either House 'the findings would be
come effective at the expiration of 60 
days. 

It is not good government to have a 
man sit in judgment of himself. 

If an -industry can convince the Tariff 
Commission that it is being injured by 
an agreement negotiated by the Presi
dent, the recommendation of the Com
mission should carry all the weight we 
can give it legislatively within the frame
work of our Nation's security. 

I will support H. R. 1 with the inclu
sion of the Reed amendment. But I 
cannot vote to expand the power of re
ducing tariffs-and by extension of the 
power to export jobs of affected indus
tries-without providing for the concur
rent strengthening of the ·Commission's 
decisions in escape-clause proceedings. 

Without this minimum protection for 
the Nation's working people and busi
nesses, I cannot support this broadening 
of the already broad powers of the execu
tive branch of the Government. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, it is unfortunate that the 
full debate upon this important · meas
ure cannot be heard by. all the Members 
of the House who will be called upon to 
vote on this issue in a few minutes. l 
realize that about half the Members of 
the House are out in the corridors be
ing buttonholed by the various lobbyists 

who are working for the recommittai 
motion. · 

Mr. ·REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. REED of New York. In answer tO 

that I will say to the gentleman that he 
can go right out here and find his reg
istered superlobbyist; Mr. Taft, working 
on his people. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I think 
any comparison of the number of lobby
ists involved in this fight will show, if 
it is made by any fair-minded group, 
that the lobbyists on the protectionist 
side outnumber the people on the other 
side by about 1,000 _to 1; and the funds 

· involved would be about 100,000 to 1. 
As to the amount of pressure put upon 

one individual Member of Congress who 
has only one vote, I can only say as to 
my own personal experience that it has 
been something like this and on those 
people ·where there has been an oppor~ 
tunity to influence a vote one way or an
other, the number has been even greater. 

TEXTILE INDUSTRY 

As to my colleagues in the Congress 
from the Southern States and from some 
of the New England and Atlantic Sea
board States, there has been great pres
sure on behalf of the textile industry to 
provide some type of protection in this 
bill. I thought, after hearing these 
stories about the textile industry's hard-:
ship, that practically, every textile es
tablishment in the country was on the 
verge of bankruptcy and that their situa
tion must be desperate. So I picked up 
the current issue of the U. S. News & 
World Report a couple of days ago and 
I found there a list of American indus
tries showing how they will prosper in 
1955. And what did I find heading the 
list of industries that will prosper in 
1955, in this very conservative publica
tion of business, but the textile. industry; 
a statement that . textile profits will be 
higher than that of any other business 
in the country in 1955. I submit that 
the textile industry is working a fraud 
upon the Congress of the United States 
and upon the people of the United States 
in the exorbitant claims that have been 
made in this regard. 

I think this matter should-be. brought 
to the attention of the House, because a 
lot of us have been so gullible as to ac
cept the statement that the textile in:. 
dustry is in dire straits. Sgmething is 
wrong. Who is telling the truth about 
this situation? I do not believe that the 
U. S; News & World Report is an . un
reliable magazine on business matters. 
It has been proven -correct year in and 
year out. It now states that the textile 
industry of the United States is not 
merely prosperous, but that it will be the 
most prosperous industry in the United 
States for the coming year. Does that 
industry need protection? 

I have been especially interested in the 
attitude of some of my good friends in 
the debate on this matter, and I have 
been sorely disappointed in the attitude 
of some of my friends from the South 
who have taken the posfti'on that they 
are going to defend the poor, starving 
textile industry which, according to this 
report, for the coming year, will be the 

most prosperous industry in the United 
States. 

CONSUMER INTEREST 

I have also been interested in the view
point of some of my friends who, 3 or 4 
years ago, when we were fighting the 
battles of the OPS and OPA, from Cali
fornia and Pennsylvania and Rhode Is
land and some of the New England 
States, fought, bled, and died to protect 
the consumer, to save the consumer from 
an increase in the price of. any product 
even one penny. 

Yet when we come down to this great 
issue where the consumer has the great
est stake, where the decision will decide 
the· price levels of the products involved, 
we find that the consumers are being de.: 
serted by those friends they had a few 
years ago in the fight between the pro
ducers and the consumers. 
· The gentlemen who have been protest
ing the pro ,visions of the bill today as it 
stands have, every one of them, made the 
protest because they say the bill will en
able people to buy cheaper goods than 
what they are able to buy now. In other 
'words, if you vote to weaken this bill in 
any respect you are going to increase the 
price of goods that some consumer has to 
pay. Do not forget that. 

HARDSHIPS 

We have had a lot ·of questions here 
today and a lot of talk from everybody 
about th~ dire hards_hip_ that exists in 
certain districts. I know dire hardship 
·exists from unemployment in the various 
parts of the country, in Pennsylvania, 
West Virginia, the lead and zinc mining 
areas, and various other parts of the 
country. I know what that hardship is, 
because I think that in the district I have 
the honor to represent today we have 
the greatest percentage of unemploy
ment in the labor force of any congres
sional district in the United States. In 
my congressional district today a very 
conservative estimate has been made 
that there are perhaps 60,000 unem
plo.yed. That is a greater percentage of 
unemployment, I am sure, than has been 
mentioned by any person making a hard
ship complaint here today. 

Why are these people unemployed? 
They are not industrial laborers,· who 
have a chance to draw unemployment 
·compensation. They do not have any 
type of thing to draw on except a surplus 
commodity ration distributed · by ·the 
United States Government, due · to the 
fact that we are iri a drought condition 
and also due to a lack -of markets for the 
products we produce. 

MORE TRADE NEEDED 

These people are unemployed because 
there is no market for the commodities 
from which they make their living, and 
from which those people have been mak
ing their living in that manner over a 
hundred years. Ours is a far longer 
established industry than any of the 
others that are making claims of hard
ship today. 

They are unemployed because. their ex
port market has been diminished. That 
export market is not there because the 
countries we would normally want to 
trade with are not able to have enough 
trade with us in other lines of business 
to pay for the commodities we produce. 
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We have hardship not because of any 
liberal trade policy but because our 
trade policy 1s by no means liberal 
enough. 

RECOMMITrAL NO ANSWER 

We have had a lot of talk today about 
the motion to recommit to be offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED] which I am sure was designed 
with the idea that it will offer the most 
to everybody here. If you will look about 
a litle bit, I am sure any one of these 
lobbyists we have been discussing can 
offer any one of us assurance of all 
sorts of help in whatever we are inter
ested in in connection with that motion. 

Let us look again at the situation in 
1951, when a similar motion was offered. 
At that time everybody promised that 
it would solve everybody's problem. It 
did not solve the problems. The motion 
here today is not going to solve those 
problems. It is going to make it harder 
for us to solve the problem of carrying 
on a trade policy, but that is as far as 
it will go. It is · not going to give any 
benefit to any industry that has a basic 
interest in prospering through the over
all prosperity of the United States. 

We have had criticism after criticism 
in the discussion on this bill of action 
taken in regard to Tariff Commission 
recommendations. 

AFRAID TO CRITICIZE THE_ PRESIDENT 

But I notice all of my friends here 
when they criticize this action, they 
blame it on the state Department or 
somebody like that. Why not blame it 
on the man who takes the action-the 
President of the United States-Presi
dent Eisenhower. I think he did pel,"· 
form his duty properly in making the 
rulings that . he did, but I think in the 
interest of fair politics when a Demo
cratic President is involved, you said it 
was President Truman who did some
thing or President Roosevelt or who
ever it was who was involved. I think in 
your criticisms of the action being taken 
on the findings of the Tariff Commission, 
it is only fair that you should criticize 
the President of the United States and 
not these various executive departments. 
The action is taken by the President of 
the United States, signing a piece of 
paper, and it is his individual responsi
bility. I do not question whether he 
should be criticized for something else, 
but do not try tb shift blame to the State 
Department. 

This overall issue is important beyond 
this matter of individual hardship in 
each congressional district. It is impor
tant, and I believe part of the importance 
is reflected in the suggested recommittal 
motion that is going to be made. We are 

·asked to make mandatory that a finding 
shall be put into effect if there is a find
ing of hardship with ·regard to any indus. 
try. We are asked to overlook the na
tional interests, and I think our duty 
and our responsibility as Members {)f 
the Congress, when we take the oath 
of office, is to act in the national interest. 
If we here today put into effect legisla
tion which says that the interest of one 
particular industry is more important 
than the national interest then we will 
be failing in our duty. We would be 
violating our oath of office if we changed 

the present escape clause or peril point 
provisions of the bill with only the 
thought of some special interest. The 
bill provides that any such deci_sion can 
be overriden in the national interest, and 
not that such a decision has to stand 
merely because it in some way makes 
competition a little bit tougher for one 
particular industry. 

FREE ENTERPRISE? 

You gentlemen on my left pride your
selves as the representatives of the politi
cal philosophy of free enterprise. I think 
I pride myself too in that respect, but 
why are you not standing up today for 
fair competition-for competition? This 
is what we are asking for-we are asking 
for any competition. If free enterprise 
means anything, it means competition. 
What you are asking for is not competi
tion, but for a subsidy which is taken 
right out of the pockets of the people 
even more so than under a so-called 
Brannan plan or under socialized medi
cine or anything else. Competition is 
something that is the basis of the good, 
old historic American tradition. But you 
are saying here that it is all right to sub
sidize business and to subsidize the 
profits of industries that today have the 
greatest profit potential of any other 
industry in the country, but you do not 
want to do anything to help the Ameri
can consumer in this regard. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. LANHAM]. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
somewhat surprised at my rotund and 
usually jolly friend and colleague from 
the South, Mr. SMITH from Mississippi. I 
cannot quite understand what has gotten 
him so wrought up and excited unless he 
is afraid we are going to recommit this 
bill and provide some protection in it for 
our industries which are really threat
ened and get it in shape so that we can 
vote for it. I think I know the trouble 
with him. You know he is an author. 
He has just written a book called the 
Yazoo. Was it the psalmist or somebody 
in the Old Testament who said, Oh, that 
my enemy would write a book? Well, 
our friend has written a book, and I un
derstand it is a fine book. But you know 
he is one of these cloud riders, these 
idealists. You know he would ride in 
the clouds if he did not weigh quite so 
much. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, would 
he allow me to point out that the book 
which is published by Rhinehart and 
Company may be obtained at any book 
store for $4. 

Mr. LANHAM. I am glad to give the 
gentleman's book a boost. You know 
our good friend, the gentleman from 
South Carolina, DICK RICHARDS, at one 
time accused our lovable friend, BRooKs 
HAYS of being a cloud rider. He said he 
rode down to his office every morning on 
a cloud. I defended Brooks on that 
ch~rge, and I think I was right. I said, 
"BRooKs did have his head in the clouds 
where the winds of God's truth could 
blow upon him, but had his feet firmly 
planted upon the ground." Because of 
the vote of my good friend, the gentle
man from South Carolina [Mr. RicH~ 

ARDS] I am almost convinced that his 
long and distinguished service on the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs has 
made him into a cloud rider and star
gazer. 

Now my friend from Mississippi [Mr. 
SMITH] is one of those idealists who can 
write a book. but he is an idealist, and 
he has no idea of the practical matters 
involved ·in this idea of free trade. He 
does not have his feet on the ground. 

I have always . been a free trader. 
When I first came out of school I had 
been reading Adam Smith and some of 
those economists who believed in free 
trade and a free market. I still believe 
we have got to work toward that end; 
but, my friends, we just cannot get our
selves into it suddenly and without re
gard to the realities involved. 

Now, so much for my friend from 
Mississippi. I am glad that all of his 
delegation are not cloud riders, and they 
have their feet firmly on the ground, 
and I am sure they are going along with 
us in trying to make this bill one that 
will protect our threatened industries. 

Mr. Chairman, at the very outset, I 
want to make it clear that I do not oppose 
the principle of expanded foreign trade 
as involved in H. R. 1, though I do op
pose its present form. I want also to pay 
tribute to that great Tennessean, Cordell 
Hull, for his vision and farsightedness in 
first suggesting the reciprocal trade 
agreements principle and bringing it into 
successful operation. Now another great 
Tennessean is carrying forward the work 
begun by his illustrious predecessor. The 
gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. JERE 
CooPER, is my warm personal friend, 
and I am proud of him as a southerner 
and one who is obsessed with an idea and 
an ideal that in itself is sound. Further
more, I have no criticism of the Rules 
Committee for sending this bill to the 
floor of the House under a closed rule 
though I tried on yesterday, unsuccess
fully, to get the rule amended. 

It is well and good to have ideals and 
to pursue them for, as the Scripture says, 
Without a vision my people perish. 
Vision and idealism we must have and I 
am sure that the idea of expanded trade 
with other nations is a sound one if 
properly applied and administered. 

Keeping one's head in the clouds as 
one follows an ideal is splendid but at 
the same time the cloud rider and star
gazer ought to keep his feet on the 
ground and come down from the moun
taintop and out of the clouds on occasion 
to get again the vision of those who must 
plod along life's weary way. As I recall 
the story of the Transfiguration, the 
·three apostles who went up to the moun
taintop with the Great Teacher were so 
enthralled and entranced with the vision 
they had seen that they wanted to build 
a tabernacle and dwell forever with the 
·Master on the mountaintop. In all the 
history of mankind there has, of course, 
been no greater idealist or follower after 
the gleam than the Christ, yet he was too 
wise to accede to the wishes of His 
apostles and leave them to dwell forever 
in the rarefied atmosphere of the moun
taintop. He brought them down from 
their exalted position to get their feet on 
solid ground again for He knew that they 
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· must live among men and develop their 

vision and test it by the realities of hu
man existence. 

Today I implore all of you who are ob
sessed by .the magnificent vision of free 
and untrammeled trade to come down 
from the mountaintop and modify your 
vision by present-day realities. 

What I am trying to say is that I have 
always supported the principle embodied 
in the reciprocal trade agreements pro
gram although I have realized that many 
problems arise in connection with its ad
ministration. . It has, .in the past, been 
my belief that the peril point and escape 
clause provisions in the act protected our 
American industries and their employees 
from a reduction of the tariff below a 
point at which the industry could con
tinue to operate profitably. 

There is no doubt but that in the past, 
tariff rates have been so high that the 
American consumer was plundered for 
the benefit of a few great corporations 
who, protected by such tariffs, made in
ordinate profits. It must be remem
bered, however, that our reciprocal trade 
program has been in effect now since 
1934 and that our tariffs have been grad
ually reduced over the years so that there 
is no longer the question of the plunder
ing and exploitation of the consumer for 
the benefit of the producers in America. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. Gladly. 
Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I wish to com

pliment the gentleman on the splendid 
talk he is making and I want to join him 
in stating that we do need further pro
tection insofar as the peril point pro
vision and escape clause are concerned. 
We just heard the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. DAWSON] point out that out of 15 
times when the Tariff Commission rec
ommended action in only 5 instances was 
action taken. The gentleman from 
Georgia is certainly correct in his con
clusions on this subject. I want to con
cur in those conclusions, and thank the 
gentleman for the splendid talk which 
he is making. 

Mr. LANHAM. I thank the gentle
man very much .and appreciate his con
tribution. 

I was just about to say that my friend 
from Mississippi is living in the past. 
I do not know whether he writes history 
or not-he probably taught history and 
he is probably living it again, living back 
in the days I have just been talking about 
·when tariff rates were far too high and 
protected industry so it could make in
ordinate profits. But we have left those 
days; we have come a long way since 
those days and our tariff rates have been 
reduced to the point where our industries 
have now grown-the big industries-so 
that they do not need protection, and 
they do not want it. 

The truth is that our huge corpora
tions who used to profit by the tariff .are 
now exporters and need world markets 
in order to dispose of the products they 
manufacture. For this reason, we see 
now the huge industries such as the au
tomobile, iron, and steel companies sup
porting the lowering_ of our tariffs; for 
they are so efficiently operated and need 
foreign markets so badly that they do 
not fear compe_tition_ frail}. abroad. _ So 

that now it is the small manufacturers the tariffs on cotton textiles have al
of America who are being adversely af- ready been drastically reduced so that 
fected by the reciprocal trade agree- the average tariff rate is now, I believe, 
ments policy. It is now a struggle approximately 22 percent. Any further 
between the huge mass production reduction in the tariff rates, I am con
industries of America and the smaller vinced, would mean the extinction of 
producers. the textile industry. Wages in Japan 

I am deeply concerned about the and in other Asian countries that would 
textile industry which, while in the ag- flood our country with textiles are no
gregate is a massive industry with in- toriously low. In Japan the average 
vestments involving over $8 billion, is wage is 13.6 cents an hour, just about 
nonetheless made up of small individual one-tenth the wage scale in our Amer
components. This industry is now ican industries. At this point it is worth 
threatened by the negotiation of a trade noting that at the very time we are pro
agreement with Japan which would fur- posing to enter into a trade agreement 
ther reduce the tariffs on textiles. Previ- with Japan to lower the tariff on prac
ous . trade agreements have already tically the entire range of cotton prod
imposed tariff reductions on about 91 ucts as well as synthetic yarns, the pro
percent of the industry's production. posal is made to increase the minimum 
The cuts have averaged about 37 percent. wage from 75 cents to 90 cents or $1. 
On many individual items they have This I favor and am told by leaders in 
amounted to as much as 50 percent. the textile industry that even marginal 

The proposal to further lower the producers can pay the 90 cents mini
tariff on textiles includes such a com- mum wage and manage to survive pro
prehensive list that it leaves one with vided the tariffs are not further lowered. 
the conclusion that the entire cotton But to raise the minimum wage and at 
textile industry of the United States is the same time to lower the tariff sched
regarded as potentially expendable. ules with the resulting flooding of the 

Tariff concessions on synthetic yarns American market with goods made by 
are also proposed and constitute another low-paid foreign labor would destroy the 
danger. The competitive effect would textile industry. 
be to compel the cotton mills of the It is a well-known economic fact that 
United States to switch from cotton to the textile industry has for the last few 
rayon. This would sound the doom of years been in a highly depressed state 
the American cotton farmer as well as of and is only now beginning to recover. 
the cotton manufacturing industry. To further reduce tariffs at this time 

I want to point out right here that no would be a shock to the industry which 
other major industry is to such an im- I believe it could not survive. 
po;rtant degree exposed to the potential Statistics have been brought to you b 
sacrifice considered for the cotton man- try to make it appear that imports of 
ufacturing industry. textiles from Japan and other favored 

The argument is made that the great nations are insignificant. I warn you 
mass-product-ion industries of the United that these figures which in the aggregate 
States are so much more efficient than may be accurate are nonetheless decep
foreign industries as to be able to com- tive. It illustrates the old saying that 
pete without difficulty with foreign pro- figures do not lie but you had best watch 
ducers. Consequently, we should expect the figurer. I know those who have 
that the articles proposed to be consid- quoted them on the floor believe them 
ered for tariff reduction would include . to be true and to support their conten
the products of the huge mass-produc- tions. It is those who have supplied 
tion industries. Such is not the case, them who are responsible for their mis
however. For instance, the great iron leading nature. 
and steel industry comes under "Sched- In the first place, the imports that 
ule 3-Metals and Manufactures of." have been coming from Japan are in the 
Here we find listed thumbtacks, needles, staple goods including the countable 
nail files, surgical and dental instru- cloth . goods which compete with only a 
ments, shotguns and pistols. Also in- segment of the entire textile industry. 
eluded are bicycle bells which is all that Moreover, the figures quoted to try to 
is left of the bicycle industry in America. show that imports are insignificant are 

And so it goes. An examination of the for the year 1953, whereas, during the 
various schedules will show that in the year 1954, especially the last quarter, 
huge mass-production industries few these imports increased in geometrical 
reductions in the tariff are proposed, proportion and indications are that the 
whereas, among the products o~ the same increase will take place during the 
smaller industries a long list of items is present quarter of 1955. The result is 
included. that instead of being 1 or 2 percent of 

It is significant that the labor unions the competable American production of 
representing the huge industrie$ of textiles, they really amount to from 10 
America, who are now exporters and to to 20 percent of such competable Ameri
a large extent dependent upon the ex- can-made goods. 
port trade, favor the further reduction 1 warn you that if this bill is adopted 
of our tariff, wherea~. the unions repre- without amendments that will strengthen 
senting the employees of the small cor-
porations are opposing this reduction the peril point and escape-clause pro-
which would ·result in the extinction of visions, the State Department is all set 
those smaller industries. to expend the American textile industry 
· As I say, I appear before y·ou not in when it meets in Geneva during the 
opposition to H. R. 1, so much as to spring of this year with the other mem
express to you the concern _! feel about bers of GATT to negotiate a new treaty 
the textile and other small industries of of trade with Japan. My recollection is 
.America. As I have ah·eady told you, that we have never won anything at the 
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conference table at Geneva. Our mem .. 
ories must be very short if we do not have 
in mind what occurred there only last 
year when our representatives at a con
ference there took a back seat and 
washed their hands of the whole matter 
of Indochina while "Sonny Boy" An
thony Eden and Mendes-France sur .. 
rendered Indochina to the Communists. 
Now Mr. Dulles and the bright-eyed 
boys of the State Department go back to 
Geneva to enter into an agreement with 
Japan with proposals to permit that 
country to increase its exports of cotton 
goods and other textiles to the United 
States in return for some imaginary 
benefits that we may get from keeping 
Japan from trading with the Commu
nists. Of course, Japan is going to trade 
with the Communists in spite of all we 
can do. It is just a natural trade area 
and market for the cheaply mJ.de goods 
of Japan. 

And lo and behold, we are told the 
President must have the power which 
would be given him in this bill to further 
lower tariffs at the rate of 5 percent a 
year for the period of 3 years. This, in 
addition to the power he already has and 
which he proposes to exercise or which 
Mr. Dulles and his boys propose to exer
cise for him at Geneva this spring. 

But it is said the President has ex
hausted his authority to give away our 
American markets. He seems to be in 
the position of a man playing strip poker 
who has lost everything but his under
shirt and must have a pair of shorts and
possibly a pair of socks that he may 
gamble some more with the welfare of 
the small manufacturing enterprises of 
our country. If Mr. Eisenhower, him
self, were doing the trading, possibly he 
might save our undershirts and · shorts 
and socks but can we expect that much 
of the kibitzers from the State Depart
ment who are playing the game for him? 

To come down to cases, let me say 
plainly that the trouble with our present 
law which is to be greatly expanded by 
H. R. 1, is that the peril point and escape 
clauses as now embodied in the law are 
wholly inadequate to protect American 
industries threatened with extinction by 
too drastic tariff reductions. 

Of course, I do not believe that the 
Congress should again undertake the 
tremendous task of writing tariff laws. 
Yet, I do find it difficult to explain to the 
textile workers of my district why I 
cannot be of much help to them in their 
fight for their jobs. Very wisely, I 
think, we have set up a Tarriff Commis
sion supposed to be composed of men 
skilled in the problems that must come 
before the Commission and learned in 
the matters with which they must deal. 

Yet, we are no longer willing to trust 
the Tariff Commission to perform the 
duties imposed upon it by our tariff laws 
and by the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
Act and have permitted the President 
and his advisers in the State Department 
not only to disregard the recommenda .. 
tions of the Tariff Commission but ac
tually to deny the truth of the findings of 
the Tariff Commission on the peril point 
and escape clause cases. It is incon
ceivable, but the fact remains that the 
boys in the State Department have set 
up a committee called the Joint Com-

mittee on Reciprocity Information whose 
purpose and authority is to furnish facts 
to the President to contradict those 
found by the Tariff Commission to exist 
so as to enable the State Department to 
ignore the recommendations of the Tariff 
Commission. 

Naively I supported the Trade Agree
ments Act in the past because I believed 
the peril-point and escape-clause pro
visions were adequate and thought that 
their administration would be such as 
to protect industries threatened with 
extinction but the record does not bear 
out my belief in the adequacy of these 
provisions or rather that their adminis
tration would be effective. 

Consequently, I cannot vote for the 
extensive powers granted the President 
in H. R. 1 unless these peril-point and 
escape-clause p.rovisions are made really 
Effective to protect threatened indus
tries. A motion to recommit will be 
made, I believe, with instructions which 
will contain a provision that will make 
the recommendation of the Tariff Com
mission controlling in the administra
tion of the peril-point and escape-clause 
provisions. Apparently this is the only 
chance we will have to get this bill in 
shape so that some of us who favor the 
reciprocal-trade program in principle 
can vote for it. Surely even the most 
visionary and idealistic among you would 
not want to pursue the ideal of free trade 
if you realized that such a course meant 
the destruction of many of the small in
dustries of America that are so vital to 
our continued prosperity. These indus
tries just cannot compete with the low
paid labor of Japan and other · Asiatic 
countries. Here is your chance to make 
certain that the provisions in the present 
law intended to protect such industries 
are made really effective. How can you 
afford to vote against the motion to re
commit, the real purpose of which is to 
make sure that these industries are pro
tected from a flood of cheaply made 
goods that will flow into this country to 
compete with our highly paid American 
workers? 

I ask your serious and thoughtful con
sideration of this entire problem which 
is truly a dire threat to the textile in
dustry, the plywood industry, and the 
barites industry of my district as well 
as many similar small industries located 
throughout America and probably in 
your very own district. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield . 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. BAss]. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I have listened with a great deal 
of interest to the debate on this sub
ject by Members on both sides of the 
aisle. It was not my intention to come 
to the floor to make a political speech; 
but after listening to the remarks of 
my colleague the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. KEAN], a Member on the 
other side of the aisle, I am prompted 
to express an opinion that was conceived 
after the 83d Congress and the recent 
campaign, then again after observing 
the action taken on this floor yesterday 
and listening to the tirade of some of the 
opponents of this bill. I must say that 
I am firmly convinced that the Republi
can Party is making a "political sucker'' 

of the President of the United States. 
Yes; they took a heroic war record, a 
winning personality, and a pleasing smile 
and parlayed it into a position in the 
White House. Yet in the Congress of 
the United States, when the President 
comes here and recommends his first 
domestic issue, the very men who were 
out campaigning less than 6 months ago 
and having the big billboards spread 
about that "Ike Needs Joe Bloak" come 
on the floor of the House, take his first 
recommendation, and try to not only 
wreck it but the welfare of our country 
as a whole. 

Mr. Chairman, it gives me a great deal 
of personal pleasure to come on the floor 
of the House and indorse this bill which 
extends the Reciprocal Trade Act. Be
ing a Tennessean, I am proud of the 
reciprocal trade program. It was con
ceived by a fellow Tennessean, a great 
statesman, Mr. Cordell Hull, a man who 
served this Nation of ours longer as Sec
retary of State than any other individual. 
Then, again, on the floor of the House 
today this bill is being sponsored by 
another great Tennessean, my distin
guished colleague, the chairman of the 
great Ways and Means Committee [Mr. 
CooPER]. Therefore, as a Tennessean, 
it gives me a personal pride to have the 
opportunity of speaking on behalf of this 
great piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard on several 
occasions today that this bill destroys 
the interests of the working people; that 
it destroys the free-enterprise system of 
industry. Well, nothing would displease 
me more than to have to come on this 
floor and do anything to injure the wel
fare of the working people of America. 
Yes; I have industry in my district. 
Through misapprehension and being 
misinformed about the intent of H. R. 1, 
they oppose it strenuously. But I do 
not believe that it will hurt any industry 
in America today. It merely gives us 
the opportunity to trade with other na:
tions. We cannot ask for the privilege 
of sitting down and negotiating an act 
or peaceful treaty with any nation in this 
world of ours if we do not extend to them 
the opportunity of trade. That is noth
ing more than an extension into the 
other parts of the world the good-neigh
bor policy that my distinguished fellow 
Tennessean, Cordell Hull, extended to 
the Western Hemisphere when he was 
Secretary of State. 

I have heard here today the American 
workingman being made the whipping 
boy on this floor by opponents of this 
bill. I have been surprised to see some 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle come down and raise their 
voices in behalf of the workingman of 
America when we all know that some 
of these very people, when legislation is 
introduced on the floor of the House 
in the interest and for the advancement 
of the cause of the working people of 
America, are the ones that work against 
and shout the loudest against legislation 
which is for the interest of the working 
people. 

I have also heard much talk about the 
escape clause today. Well, I, as a fresh
man Member of this great body, wish 
that it would be possible for us to have 
an escape clause in every piece of legis-



Iation that· has ·-some political ·signifi
c.ance. Yes; nothing would please me 
more, but there is no escape clause tOday. 
This bill is in the interest · of the free 
economy-of our Nation. .Therefore, we. 
must stand up and be counted and on 
this day show the world that the wisdom 
of this House will be upheld and that we 
will extend to the other nations· of the 
world the privilege of trading with 
America. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. Fr.oonJ. 

Mr . . FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I, as 
most of you know, have spent most of 
my time that I have been in this House 
since 19'*5 trying to point out to you 
members of this committee that there 
still remains in the United States a coal 
industry. Now, the only time that the 
House has seen fit in the last .10 years 
to say a kind word to me about the coal 
industry of America is .when war breaks 
out, and as soon as the shooting starts; 
then every man in this House wants to 
open the door for me to be sure that 
I am well fed, to be sure that I am in 
good health, and that I will come up 
here and do all I can to tell them about 
the coal industry of America, because, as. 
you know-and I have been here through 
two shooting wars with you-within 24 
hours after the first .shot is fired you are 
going to be on a coal fuel potential. 
Now, you know that. I am not down 
here trying to be impertinent or pre
sumptous or to lecture my colleagues on 
this committee. Every word that I' say 
you know well. You have been through 
it with me. And yet, you are laboring 
under the impression that if, God forbid, 
war breaks out, as it well might, before 
I sit down, everything will be perfect 
with the coal industry-now, I have only 
got 5 minutes and it could happen this 
afternoon; the President of the United 
States has on hi.s desk an Executive 
order, prepared at the direction of the 
Congress, made a number of years ago, 
all ready for some clerk to hand to him 
to sign, which will restrict and in most 
cases eliminate the gas and oil fuel po.:. 
tential in this Nation. And that could 
happen 10 minutes from now. 

I should like to say this. Nobody in 
this committee is more reluctant than 
I to say what I am going to say, but 
when I first came here, I served on the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs; I went 
from the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
to the Appropriations Committee and 
served on their subcommittee for the 
Department of State. All of my experi
ence here has been in the field of foreign 
relations, foreign affairs. I have never 
cast a vote against any legislation which 
in any _way dealt with the matter of es
tablishing more favorable foreign rela
tions-not one vote. My vote today 
will be iny first of that kind. I cannot 
take any more. This House has treated 
the coal fudustry like a stepchild. 

There has not been an agricultural 
bill, a bill before this House since 1945, 
when I became a Member of the House, 
to. subsidize or support the agricultural 
economy of this Nation, that I have not 
voted for. . I voted for everyone with.;. 
out exception, and yet when I come here 
and ask this committee to do something, 

n9t ori a question of tariff,' but o:p. a ques.:. 
tion of an import quota on Venezuelan 
fuel oil, this committee turns its deaf ear. 
I should like to see a little reciprocal 
trade in this committee and in this 
House. All of the reciprocal trade that 
I have seen has been one way as far as 
the coal industry of this Nation is con
cerned. 

Many of my colleagues, especially my 
Pennsylvania friends-and I see several 
of them here--have always supported the 
reciprocal trade bill starting in the old 
days. I stand here reluctantly to say· 
that we feel we have been discriminated 
against badly. we feel we have been 
treated improperly. We feel we have 
been ignored. And within 200 miles of 
where I stand today, on the threshold of 
this Capitol, under their feet back home 
and at your doorstep is the greatest fuel 
potential remaining in America-coal. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I :fi.rid myself un
happy in this failure · to hear from yo·u, 
and I must record myself now, as I shall 
when the roll is called for the motion to 
recommit and, i: am sorry to say, I shall 
vote against this bill. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it is in
teresting and pleasing to note that some· 
of the mist has been cleared from the 
eyes of many of the Members of this 
House and especially some of those from 
along the eastern seaboard. - I only hope 
that it will continue to clear away, and 
when we get to the foreign giveaway 
bill, and especially the offshore procure
ment . features of the foreign giveaway 
bill, all the mist will have by then evap
orated and they will support some of the 
rest of us in cutting that proposition 
down to size. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want ·to 
compliment the four members of the 
House Ways and Means Committee who 
signed the minority report accompanying 
H. R. 1. They are to be highly com
mended for the clarity of their dissent
ing views and I support the position 
they have taken. 

I am sure everyone in this House would 
say that he or she is opposed to import
ing a depression into this country but 
that is the hand-engraved invitation that 
will be extended if this legislation is ap
proved. 

Imports right now are at the highest 
level in history, and have already caused 
great injury in several areas of our do.:. 
mestic economy. Countries in all parts 
of the world are becoming industrialized 
for the first time. Business is booming 
in almost every country in Western Eu
rope. Many have passed prewar levels. 

These nations will demand greater and 
greater trade concessions from the 
United States, and from past perform
ance, will be able to convince our State 
Department that we must accept more 
and more of their products. By reason 
of this, the potential of further harm to 
additional segments of our economy is 
enormous. 

I, 'for one, am fed up with the propa
ganda emanating from the free -traders 
in the State Department that it is the 
duty of the United States, allegedly the 
richest nation, to give mote and get less 
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In return than· any other country; to 
give and give until our standard of liv
ing is reduced to the· level of the rest 
of the world. 

This Nation did not grow strong and 
did not become -the greatest constitu
tional republic in the world on this prem
ise. We built our standard of living on 
reasonable tariff protection. 

I am equally fed up with the State De
partment propaganda Which portrays 
the United States as the culprit primari
ly responsible for world restrictions on 
trade. This is ridiculous. United States 
tariffs actually are lower now than dur
ing any other period in our history, and 
we have made sharper reductions in our 
tariffs than have most other industrial 
nations. They average only 5.1 percent 
of the value of imports. We have had a 
68-percent reduction of the 1937 average. 

Compare that with Great Britain, 
which has bitterly attacked United 
States tariffs, low as they are, British 
tariffs average 25.6 percent of imports, 
which is 20 percent above the 1937 aver
age. In other words, the British scream 
for us to reduce tariffs, and yet increase 
their own. 

And the British admit there will be no 
reductions. R. A. Butler, British Chan
cellor of the Exchequer, has been quoted 
as saying: 

·we expect some improvement in their (the 
United States) trade practices before there is 
any question of lowering our barriers any 
further or indulging in any further non
discrimination. 

The only way we could make the Brit
ish happy would be to remove all tariffs. 
That is their idea of a reciprocal trade 
program. . 

Actually, there . is nothing reciprocal 
about our trade program. Instead, it 
has been a program of give, give, and 
give some more to appease our_ so-called 
free world friends, and we have received 
little or nothing in return. 

In addition, these nations have used 
many devices to restrict our exports
by the use of import qu.otas, currency re~ 
strictions, state trading, monopolies, 
barter deals, and cartels. And the rec
ord shows that the use of these devices 
by other countries has increased during 
the so-called reciprocal trade period. 

As an example, Great Britain has 
agreed to admit, on a trial basis only, 
the grand total of 650 automobiles from 
the United States. However, duties and 
taxes bring the price of an American
made Chevrolet on the British market 
to about $6,000. What a great conces
siOii our British friends have made in 
our direction to the cause of expanded 
world trade. 

The truth of the matter is, no nation 
has been prevented from selling to the 
United States because of our tariffs. 
American tariffs have been reduced in 
some instances as much as 75 perce.nt. 
Today, the United States is among the 
lower seven countries in average tariff 
rates. In what position does this place 
us when attempting to gain concessions 
from other countries? We don't have 
much bargaining power left. 

If other nations feel they cannot com
pete for sales in the American market, 
when our tariffs have already been dras
tically cut, and after we have handE-d 
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them billions of dollars, then something 
else is wrong. 

In attempting to sell the American 
people on the merits of free trade, the 
advocates of such a scheme have come 
up with any number of sweet-scented 
slogans. 

Back in 1937, it was "world peace 
through world trade.". Then along came 
World War II. In 1943, they told us our 
trade program was an "acid test of our 
future intentions respecting the peace." 
In 1951, they told the American people 
that we must "reduce worldwide barriers 
to international trade.'' By then plenty 
of American blood was being spilled in 
Korea· and the peace slogan was out of 
the window. In 1954, they employed the 
slogan, "Trade, not aid.'' This year, 
they tell us the p~ogram is necessary for 
the ''containment of communism." 

That is a good one, "Containment of 
communism." The free traders in the 
State Department tell us it is the duty 
of the United States to allow more and 
more products from slave-labor nations 
to enter this country, even at the ex
pense of American indu~try, labor, and 
agriculture, because it is an effective way 
to win friends and influence people. 

We all believe in containing commu
nism, but how is this to be reconciled 
with the fact that we are allowing mil
lions of pounds of pork to be imported 
into this country from Communist Po
land, and at a time when our own farm
ers are receiving less and less for their 
hogs. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
average price for barrows and gilts at 
Chicago on February 4 of this year was 
the lowest since April 1950. The aver
age price for all swine at Chicago on 
February 4 was $9.11 per hundredweight 
below that paid a year ago. 

And when we look at the import fig
ures for pork products, we see that in 
1952, the United States imported $6,-
888,000 in hams, shoulders, and bacon 
from Poland. In 1953, the total had shot 
up to $10,546,000. During the first 9 
months of 1954 only, imports of these 
products from this Kremlin-controlled 
nation amounted to $11,366,000 or more 
than the total figure for the entire year 
of 1953. But in that same first 9 months 
of last year, we permitted to come into 
this country from Communist Poland a 
total of $14% million worth of various 
products, $11,366,000 being por~ prod
ucts. In the same 9 months, we shipped 
to Poland $1,286,000 of our products. In 
other words, we ship~ed these Commu
nists $10 million of our money. And 
that is called reciprocity. 

We shipped these Communists Ameri
can dollars in return-almost nothing in 
the form of American products. 

Is this the State Department's idea of 
containing communism through ex
panded world trade? I wish someone 
would step forward and explain to me 
how you contain communism by pouring 
millions of American dollars into the 
coffers of a Communist nation-dollars 
to be used to purchase war rna terials 
from some of our so-called free-world 
friends. 

The majority report accompanying 
H. R. 1 says on page 7: 

The main economic impediment to an ex
panded foreign market for our own produc-

tion Is the shortage of dollar-s on the P.art 
of fri~mdly foreign nations. ..t.· ,_;; •• 

· What evidence does the committee 
have on which it based this statement? 
To the contrary, the Department of 
Commerce reports foreign countries re
ceived so much material help from vari
ous types of American business and for
eign aid, in the period 1950-53, that these 
countries had a surplus, over and above 
what they purchased from us of $7,800,-
000,000 which has been added to gold 
and dollar assets of the foreign countries. 

And according to a report in the New 
York Times, the Secretariat of the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade has 
under lock and key a study showing that 
foreign countries, far from being short 
of dollars, are actually pouring their own 
investment funds into what they believe 
is the politically secure United States 
capital market. In a recent Geneva dis
patch, the Times says that the report 
contains so much dynamite that it is 
highly unlikely the study will be pub
lished as an official paper. 

There is no question that the State 
Department is aware of the contents of 
this secret report. Why has not the 
information been released to the general 
public? It could have an important 
bearing on our discussions here today. 

Of course the reason is obvious why 
the State Department would not want 
such a report made public. It would no 
doubt serve to explode the myth that a 
huge dollar gap exists, and would reveal 
how ineffectual United States tariff cut
ting is as an approach to world trade 
problems. 

I am one Member of this House who is 
convinced that Congress must repossess 
its constitutional responsibility to regu
late the foreign trade of this country. 

We have had 20 years of the trade
agreements program as shaped by the 
State Department hierarchy which is 
guided by considerations of interna
tional politics rather than by a concern 
for our domestic economy. In that 20-
year period we have suffered almost 
every ailment the program was bally
hooed to prevent. 

Cordell Hull, to whom belongs the du
bious honor of being the father of the 
program, asserted it was an emergency 
measure to deal with a dangerous and 
threatening emergency condition. That 
was back in 1934. The, time is long over
due for this emergency measure to be 
given a quiet burial. And let the free
traders mourn its passing. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I want to call 
attention to ·one of the planks in the 
platform adopted by the Republican 
Party at its 1952 convention. I'm not 
consulted on the size and shape of these 
planks but a few of my Republican col
leagues are and ·I want to remind them 
of the pledge they planked down to the 
public. I quote: 

Our reciprocal trade agreements will be 
entered into and maintained on the basis 
of true reciprocity, and to safeguard our 
domestic enterprise and the payrolls of our 
workers against unfair import competition. 

The bill before us today contains no 
assurance that trade agreements will be 
entered into and maintained on a basis 
of true reciprocity. In fact, .the word 
"reciprocal" is mentioned only once in 

the entire bill. Neither does it contain
any provision to safeguard our domestic · 
enterprise and the payrolls of our work
ers against unfair import competition. 

The only decent and effective answer· 
to this most vital problem is legislation 
providing for tarlffs, that represent cost 
of production differentials on all im
ported products which are in adequate 
or surplus supply in this country. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us today 
is a dangerous piece of legislation. It is 
not in the best interests of American in
dustry, labor; or agriculture, and I have 
no choice but to vote against it. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I 'yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DoRN]. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Quite 
a few references were made yesterday 
to John C. Calhoun. I hope the gentle
man from Mississippi [Mr. SMITH] is on 
the floor, because he said something 
about John C. Calhoun turning over in 
his grave, finding all this opposition to 
these reciprocal trade ·agreements. It 
is my honor to represent in this House 
John C. Calhoun's old congressional dis
trict, and I would like to commend to 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
SMITH] a book by Clarence M. Wiltse, in 
which he characterizes John C. Calhoun 
as a . great nationalist. In fact, . the 
title of the book is "John C. Calhoun, 
the Nationalist, 1782-1828." During. 
this period of American history John c. 
Calhoun was Secretary of War and a 
Member of this House, and during that 
time he advocated a high protective 
tariff. Why? To protect the infant in-. 
dustries of this country, so in case of war 
America would not be dependent upon· 
some foreign ally for its utensils of war. 

I rise here today not as a member ot 
the legal profession, although I have 
a very high regard for that profession. 
I am not a lawyer-farmer. I stand be
fore you today as an active farmer, living 
at Route 1, Greenwood, S. C. My father, 
my grandfather, and my great grand
father grew cotton in that section of 
South Carolina. Who buys most of the 
cotton produced on the cotton farms of 
South Carolina, Georgia, Mississippi, 
and the other States of this Union? I 
tell you today, the men who buy most 
of that cotton are the textile manufac
turers of the United States of America. 
They buy 70 percent of the cotton grown 
in California, Texas, and throughout the 
length and breadth of this country. I 
say to the gentleman from Mississippi, 
which he probably does not know, that it 
is the Cannons of North Carolina, the 
Haynes of North Carolina, the Springs, 
Abneys, and Selfs of South Carolina, the 
Fall River men in Massachusetts who 
buy this cotton on the Delta in Missis
sippi, and not the textile people of Japan, 
India, or some other foreign manufac
turer of cotton. I defy him or anyone 
else to repudiate the facts in this ease. 
Let me say again, 70 percent, or more, 
of the cotton grown in the United States 
is purchased by our own textile manu
facturers. 

In the interest of the American cot
ton farmer, who is it that we should 
protect first? The manufacturer in 
Japan, in Germany, Italy, or England, 
or should we protect the men who really 
buy the cotton grown on the farms in 
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this country? Of course, our first · obli
gation should be to protect that man 
who buys our cotton. Last year Japan 
imported 2,400,000 bales of cotton, 
800,000 bales of which were imported 
from the United States. Less than one:.. 
third of · the raw cotton imported by 
Japan was imported from America. 

So under any reduction of the tariff 
on textiles, finished cotton goods com
ing back into the United States from 
Japan will not be made from cotton 
grown by the cotton farmers of the 
United States but by the cotton farmers 
of Mexico, Egypt, Brazil, or somewhere 
else in the world. Therefore the Ameri
can cotton farmer is being misled 
when he is told that our importation of 
Japanese textile goods is greatly bene
fiting him. 

I want to call to the attention of these 
gentlemen who have argued so· elo
quently yesterday and today for the re
ciprocal trade agreements that in 1933, 
the year just prior to the adoption of the 
Reciprocal Trade Act the cotton farmers 
of America exported-listen to this
exported 8,300,000 bales. Remember, 
gentlemen, that is the year immediately 
prior to the adoption of the reciprocal 
trade agreements. 

Since reciprocal trade went into effect 
in 1934, did our cotton exports increase? 
No my friends we exported less cotton 
and have had to resort to acreage con
trols. After 19 years of reciprocal trade 
what was the true picture? 

In 1952 how much cotton did we ex
port from the United States? 2,800,000 
bales. Mind you this was the year 
America was giving foreign countries the 
money to buy our cotton. There is the 
story for the farmers of America, not just 
cotton farmers only-that is the real 
true story for us all to see. I rise here 
today as a farmer pleading for the farm
ers of this country who have been misled 
by this high-sounding phrase, "recip
rocal trade," just as they were fooled by 
the phrase, "a war to end all wars," and 
by the phrase, ''a war for democracy.'' 
This is just another one of those one
world star-gazing phrases. The real ef ~ 
feet of the reciprocal trade agreements 
policy, as has been demonstrated, has 
been to hurt many of the farmers of the 
Nation, and is threatening the textile 
worker, the coal miner, the fishermen, 
the glass worker, and many others with 
unemployment and distress. 

The great textile industry of America 
is operating today on a very narrow mar
gin of profit. After taxes on each sale 
dollar there was a profit in the third 
quarter of 1954 of only 1 percent. In the 
average American industry the profit 
was 4.4. Any reduction whatever in the 
tariff on Japanese textile goods will re
sult in curtailment and unemployment 
among textile workers in this country. 
The textile worker has worked and 
struggled hard for his standard of living. 
He must not be thrown in direct com
petition with skilled labor in Japan being 
paid 13 cents per hour. Our textile in
dustry should not be placed at the mercy 
of textile.lab9r in India rece~ving 9 cEmts 
per hour for its labor. The ·textile 
worker, the farmer and all related 'busi
ness will be seriously threatened if the 
State Department succeeds in camou-
flaging its plans in the form of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I want .to address my .. 
self for a moment now to the argument 
we have heard time and again that 
American industry has the know-how, 
the technology, and the skill to out.; 
produce Japan. Let me tell you some
thing: The average textile worker in 
Japan can tend to more looms in a textile 
plant and do it just as efficiently as our 
textile workers in the United States. 
Japan is a nation that with a little more 
strategic materials might have con
quered the world. Remember, that the 
greatest battleship ever built was one 
built by the Japanese during World War 
II. The Zero was a pretty good airplane 
too, I might say to the gentleman from 
New York. 

We talk about Japan. They have the 
greatest pool of skilled labor outside of 
the United States itself. With her in
dustry destroyed during World War II, 
she had to rebuild. Her textile plants 
today are the most modern in the world, 
and they can and are producing as effici
ently as any textile mills in the United 
States; in fact, the effect of this kind 
of legislation will be to give the Japanese 
textile industry a shot in the arm. With
in 3 years they will come back to this 
country and say, "We need a still further 
reduction of the tariff. If we do not get 
it we will go communistic." 

I came here today to tell you the truth, 
and not mislead you with phony opti
mism about our ability to cope with a 
growing stre:tmlined Japanese textile 
empire. I saw 16,000 Japanese skilled 
workers at the Tachitawa Airbase, and 
the American general in command told 
me they were among the most skilled 
workers in the world. All you had to do 
was to show them a blueprint of a ma
chine they had never seen before and 
they could fix the machine to perfection. 

We talk about outproducing a nation 
like that with 13 cents an hour labor. 
Why, Mr. Chairman, these one-world 
proponents are willing to destroy the in
dustry of this country in the false hope 
of buying foreign friends. 

One other thing that may astonish 
you. A man came to my office week 
before last. He was forced by circum
stances aggravated by reciprocal trade to 
close a plant in this country built with 
RFC money, a brandnew plant built 
indirectly with your money to make cot
ton bagging. He closed it 6 months ago. 
Two hundred and twenty-five employees 
are idle. -He built a plant in India, which 
he told me is already in operation. There 
he probably gets labor for 9 cents an 
hour. He is importing the cotton bag
ging right back to America and is selling 
it through the same distribution points 
as he did the bagging formerly made in 
Ame:;,·ica. That, Mr. Chairman, is the 
story. 

He said, "I did not want to do this. 
I would rather run my plant in the 
United States and give employment to 
Americans, but I will have to go where 
I can make a reasonable profit." 

This and similar conditions are result
ing from the fantastic dreams of the one
worlders, and the do-gooders. They want 
one world currency, and no tariff; they 
want world trade regulated by the United 
Nations. The · earnest desire of these 
textbook idealists is to whittle away the 
constitutional power of the American 

Congress. If and when ou·r sacred Con .. 
stitution is destroyed and the unem
ployed and bankrupt American people 
finally stand before the despotic com
missars of the United Nations we might 
well look back upon this day as the be
ginning of the end. Let us stand up to
day and recommit this ·bill back to the 
Ways and Means Committee. Let us re
tain our power under the Constitution to 
regulate foreign trade and levy a tariff 
to protect our people. This House should 
resolve today to surrender no more of 
its power to the President, the Supreme 
Court, or any agency of the evermore 
centralized Federal Government. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Loui
siana [Mr. BOGGS]. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from South Carolina and some 
of the others who have spoken in oppo
sition to the President's program have 
used the terms "do-gooders," "one.:. 
worlders," and they have left the im
plication and the impression that this 
is a program unanimously opposed by 
American business and American agri
culture, one destined to wreck our shops 
and our farms, and having the support 
of no one except people who are inter
ested in the development of other areas 
of the world. 

Let us take a look at the ·record. In 
the first place, this program was recom
mended by the President of the United 
States. Testifying in support of the pro
gram were practically all of the members 
of his Cabinet, the Secretary of State, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Sec
retary of Labor, the Secretary of Com
merce, and the Secretary of Defense. 
Those are just a few. 

Who speaks for business, agriculture, 
and labor in the United States? Who 
generally does? Well, normally, the 
United States Chamber of Commerce, 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
the National Grange, the National Farm
ers Union, the American Federation of 
Labor, the Railroad Brotherhoods, and 
the CIO. What position do they take? 

Let us take a look at the American 
Farm Bureau Federation. The gentle
man from South Carolina would have 
you believe that all the farmers are op
posed to this program. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. I am 
a member of the Farm Bureau, I am a 
member of the Grange, I am a member 
of practically every farm organization 
the gentleman has mentioned. I know 
of my own personal knowledge that this 
issue has not been voted on at the grass
roots level down in South Carolina. 
These national leaders do not always 
represent the little fellow back home. 

Mr. BOGGS. Is the gentleman saying 
he speaks for the American Farm 
Bureau Federation and the National 
Grange and the National Farmers Un
ion, or does he represent them? 

The president of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation said: 

Our wheat, cotton, tobacco, soybeans, feed 
grains, rice, and animal byproducts and cer
tain fruits and · other products are among 
the most efficiently produced in the world. 
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Our exports of farm products have run as 
high as $4 billion in 1951-52. They ac• 
counted for roughly one-third of .our pro;. 
duction of wheat, cotton, rice, and soybeans. 
This provided a market for the produce of 
more than 1 out of each 10 acres of crop• 
land. This amount was equal to $1,000 for 
each commercial farm . . 

Does that sound like do-goodism? 
Now, the National Grange. Maybe it 

is a do-good organization. I do· not 
know. You know, it is a funny thing 
about this word "do-good." I hear peo
ple using that phrase "do-good" all the 
time. Well, I do not see why that is 
such a bad thing to call a man. Sup
pose you call him a do-badder. I just 
wonder what a do-gooder is. Some say 
when you want to say something real 
bad about somebody you call him a do• 
good. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. All I 
am trying to do is to do good by the 
farmers and the textile workers of the 
district that I represent. 

Mr. BOGGS. I am certain the gentle· 
man is, and he does a splendid job. 

Now, the National Grange. What do . 
they say? 

There is no single segment of American 
economy that has greater stake in achieving 
the objective of a sound United States eco.:. 
nomic position and policy, which would pro
vide the basis for a constantly expanded 
level of trade in the world on a profitable 
basis, than has American agriculture. 

The National Farmers Union in effect 
says the same thing. 

Now, let us take a look at the Ameri .. 
can worker. I do not claim to speak for 
any of these groups, but I am citing peo
ple who do claim to speak for them. 
Well, certainly they would not occupy 
the position they occupy if they did not 
speak for ·~hem. 

What does the CIO say about it? 
The United States cannot pick and choose 

and deal only in the items that we need to 
import and export. Instead, the United 
States must engage in gradual, continual, 
and, in many instances, reciprocal reduction 
of the barriers to international trade. Re
ciprocal trade is essential for the mainte
nance of production in many of our own 
basic industries and equally essential for 
t Le preservation of sound international re
lations with our allies. 

I do not know whether that is a do
gooder talking. 

Take the American Federation of 
Labor. Maybe it is a one-worlder. I do 
not know •. but here is what they say: 

We are mindful of the fact that a signifi
cant number of American workers are 
employed in industries facing foreign com
petition. We are definitely concerned lest 
the trade-agreements program operate to 
deprive these workers of employment oppor
tunities at their present trade or occupation. 

At the same time, we are equally mindful 
that many American workers are dependent 
for their employment on American exports 
or on the handling, transportation, or storage 
of imports. In 1952, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics estimated that the employment of 
4,376,000 American workers depended on 
foreign trade. 

Let us take business for a moment. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. Well, the gentleman 
should bring out the fact that we pumped 
about $100 billion into Europe in the 
last 10 or 15 years, and the question is 
now, if we discontinue these foreign• 
aid programs or these giveaway pro
grams, whether or not they are going to 
continue to buy American merchandise. 

That is a question, too, that will not 
be determined until the foreign-aid pro
grams cease. But it has been American 
money pumped into the economic and 
industrial life of Europe that has been 
responsible for these heavy export pro
grams that have been going on. 

Mr. BOGGS. I would say to the gen· 
tleman that within the last several years 
the number of dollars coming from var
ious mutual programs used in foreign 
trade with this country has been stead
ily reduced so that as of today it is about 
15 percent as compared with as much 
as 70 percent at one time. 

One of the main objectives of this 
program is to make it possible for the 
other nations of the world to trade with• 
out any additional foreign-aid appro
priation. That is one reason I stand 
here in support of this program now. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentle· 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I wonder how much the 
CIO packinghouse workers got out of 
the $11% million worth of canned ham 
and bacon that was shipped into this 
country in the first 9 months of the last 
year. 

Mr. BOGGS. I do not know the an
swer to that question. But if the state
ments made by the gentleman are cor
rect, I say that it demonstrates the posi
tion of an organization taking the na
tional point of view rather than looking 
at one specific situation and using that 
in order to completely wreck a program 
vital to the national security. As a mat
ter of fact, in all of these matters you 
must expect some sacrifice in behalf of 
the national interest. Nobody will deny 
that there must be some sacrifice some
where down the line in all of these mat
ters. · 

Now, what did business say about this? 
Let us take the United States Chamber 
of Commerce. I do not believe that is 
a one-world or a do-gooder bunch. Here 
is what they said: 

Through increased trade, the Nation's 
economy benefits. That is true just as much 
in world trade as in domestic trade. More 
goods at low~r prices has been the very heart 
of the American competitive-enterprise sys
tem. The trade-agreements program can 
contribute to the health of that system. 

I think it is pretty generally estab
lished that this program has sound, sub
stantial support from sounc~. substantial 
people all over th,e United States. 

The issue before us today is whether 
or not we are going to adopt a motion 
to recommit which will be offered by 
my distinguished friend from New York 
and which is printed in the CONGRES.
sioNAL RECORD out today. Let us analyze 
that motion to recommit, for a moment, 
before we each make up our minds and 
decide whether or not we are going to 
vote for it. 

Let us first analyze it from the point 
of view of coal. It has been the·conten; 
tion of the spokesmen for coal that the 
only relief or benefit to it will be by an 
imposition of import quotas. This mo
tion to . recommit dqes not permit the 
imposition of import quotas. It has no 
bearing upon that situation whatsoever. 
From the point of v~ew of the represen
tations which have been made in respect 
to coal this ~otion will be of no benefit 
whatsoever to those gentlemen. . 

Looking at it from the other point of 
view-that is,. what it does do, what its 
implications are-they are very far ... 
reaching indeed, and do not let anybody 
tell you otherwise. This motion, if 
adopted, will change the entire concept 
of the power of the President of the 
United States with respect to negotiating 
these agreements. I am not a bit sure 
that it will not cut across existing agree
ments: It will establish the Tariff Com
mission in a role in which it has never 
been established before. It will make 
the decisions of the Tariff Commission 
absolute and final except in a case in ... 
volving national defense. National pol ... 
icy, national interest, economic policy, 
effect upon other segments of the econ
omy, upon other sections of the country, 
all of those are eliminated. 

What we are saying is this, that we 
will no longer trust the President of the 
United States to administer this pro
gram. Someone said, and I believe it 
is in the report, that a few weeks ago 
we passed a resolution in which we 
trusted the President of the United 
States to determine when and if and 
under what conditions he would send the 
young men of this Nation to war involv
ing Formosa, but today we are saying 
that in a matter involving a tariff con
cession or in the negotiation of a tariff 
treaty we will not trust the President of 
the United States. 

As I said on yesterday, I find myself in 
the role of defending the President's pro
gram, and I do so because I think the 
President is eminently correct. I have 
done it under Democratic Presidents and 
I am very happy to do it with a Republi
can President. 

If ·YOU adopt this motion to recommit, 
and somebody writes to you and ·says, 
"Are you for reciprocal trade?" please be 
honest enough to write back and tell him, 
no, that you felt that it had gone too far, 
it had lasted too long, and that on Feb
ruary 18, 1955, you voted to end the 
program, because that is what you are 
going to do if you adopt this motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MASON]. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, I made 
my speech on this floor 3 or 4 weeks ago 
on this matter, and I did not expect . to 
speak today, but I feel impelled to clear 
up some of the things and some of the 
miSTepresentations that have been made 
on this floor today. 

Charlie Shuman, president of the 
Farm Bureau, comes -from my State. l 
know him well. Ue did say that there 
were $4 billion worth of exports of farm 
products in 1952, but his attention was 
called to the fact that $5 billion of farm 
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imports were made in' 1952, giving the 
foreign farmer a billion-dollar advan
tage over the American farmer. 

Charlie Shuman also said in 4 or 5 dif
ferent statements in his appearance be
fore us that he wanted the escape clause 
strengthened. He said, "This has been 
too much of a one-way street." That has 
not been brought out. In the motion to 
recommit that is what we expect to do, 
strengthen the escape clause, say that 
when a majority of the Tariff Board 
says, after due examination, that injury 
has been done, the President must do 
something to correct and alleviate that 
injury unless the national defense is im
paired; and Charlie Shuman would be 
for that. There is nothing wrong with 
that, and that does permit the 100 or 120 
Members of this House whose industries 
have been affected to go back home and 
say, "Well, we did change the rules. We 
have made it sure now that if you can 
make your case before the· Tariff Com.;. 
mission you can expect to have your in
juries corrected." Then, there is another 
thing about this matter of trusting the 
President. Let me ask you this. Would 
any of you farmers in this audience, 
would any of you people who run. an in
dustrial plant hire the best doctor in 
Washington to go out and run your farm 
or to run your industry? Why, of course 
not. You would hire him to take care of 
your medical needs or surgical needs, but 
·not for something else. When we hire 
·the greatest military .expert. in the world, 
of course we trust him in military af
fairs. Of course, we trust him on the 
matter of Formosa. Of course, we ·be
lieve he knows what he is· doing there. 
·We have faith in him in that field. But 
on this matter of dealing with foreign 
;nations and trade restrictions, that is a 
different question. He does not do that. 
-We give him the power to do it, but he 
delegates it to the State Department. 
When we do not trust the State Depart
ment, we cannot give the President the 
·power to do this. For that reason, I say 
I trust the President of the United States 
in military matters but not in these· other 
matters, in which he never has had 1 
minute of actual experience in handling, 
and, as a result, he must depend upon 
outside advice. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr.· ZABLOCKI]. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, for 
the first time in the 6 years that I have 
had the honor and privilege of serving 
in this body, I find myself in agreement 
with the gentleman who preceded me 
when he said that he had no intention 
of speaking b~cause I, too, had no inten
tion of speaking on this bill. After that 
agreement, that is where our agreement 
ends. 

I am moved to take this time to an
swer a few of the charges or allegations 
made during debate that those of us 
who are for the continuation of the 
reciprocal trade agreements are less 
patriotic and less considerate of their 
districts than those who are oppos·ed be
cause of certain interests in their dis
tricts are fearful that there may be for
eign competition. 

The legislation before us, providing for 
a 3-year extension and modification of 
our reciprocal trade agreements pro
gram, is one of the most vital measures 
that will be considered by this Congress. 
This legislation is of utmost importance 
to our own Nation and, in a larger sense, 
to the entire Western community. In 
my sincere judgment, the passage of this 
bill would serve our interests. It is my 
hope, therefore, that the bill will receive 
prompt and overwhelming support from 
the membership or' this body. 

The entire issue of our foreign eco
nomic policy has often been obscured 
and beclouded by arguments steeped in 
emotional prejudic'es, and in fear of in
jury. Many of our businessmen, under 
fire from foreign competition and urged 
by proponents of liberal trade to leave 
their tariff-protected shelters, have 
.feared hardships and found it difficult to 
believe that, in, the long run, they too, 
would benefit from freer world trade. 
Some of them have held steadfastly unto 
the doctrine of protectionism not out of 
any stubbornness, but simply because 
they were genuinely afraid that the re
duction of import barriers would bring 
hardship to their firms, and to the people 
employed by them. 

The fact is that tariff reductions are 
bound to adversely affect certain num
bers of American firms and their em
ployees. This is the entire point, the' 
·basis of the argument that international 
·exchange of· goods and services benefits 
all participants. Tariff reductions are 
worth striving for simply bec~use we 
assume that there are some products 
-that other countries can make better 
and cheaper than we can. By reducing 
our tariff barriers, we make it· possible 
for those goods to enter our country and 
thereby we help to stretch the purchas
ing power of our consumers' dollars. 

On the other hand, there are many 
products which we can make better and 
cheaper than the industries of other 
countries. If this were not the case, 
we could not have exported over $16 bil
lion worth of goods and services in 1953, 
and a similar amount last year. These 
exports produce income for our workers, 
and income for our industries and for 
our agriculture. 

If we, therefore, look at the overall 
picture, we must come to the conclusion 
that foreign trade is beneficial both to 
our Nation and to our friends abroad. 
If this were not true, there would be no 
foreign trade: each country would mere-· 
ly try to become self -sufficient and trade 
as · little as possible with its neighbors. 

The question that remains to be an
swered, then, is how many American 
firms and workers would be hurt by 
tariff reductions, and how much. Sec~ 
:ondly, we must evaluate those potential · 
hardships in terms of the overall bene
fit of freer trade to our economy and to 
our national security. Thirdly, we must 
try to find some ways of assisting those 
·American firms and workers who may be 
subjected to hardship becaus~ of tariff 
reductions. ' 

Let us briefly examine these three 
questions, and see i! tpere are any ~n
swers to them. 

In the first instance, let us turn to the 
issue of how many United States firms 

and ·workers would be· hurt ·by a· reduc
tion in our tariff barriers, and how much. 

In his excellent and informative study 
of the probable impact of free trade on 
our domestic industries, entitled "Aid, 
Trade, and the Tariff," Dr. Howard 
Piquet, of the Library of Congress, esti
mated that the suspension of all United 
States import duties would have in
creased imports in 1951 by a maximum 
of $1.8 billion-which amount was equiv
alent to less than 1 percent of our gross 
national product. 

Using some of Dr. Piquet's figures, the 
Randall Commission, appointed by 
President Eisenhower to study our 
foreign trade policy, came to the conclu
sion that a 50-percent cut in our present 
tariffs might displace the total of 100,000 
United States workers. 

More than twice that number of our 
workers are laid off every month in the 
United States, even in periods of rising 
employment, and most of them find 
other work without any prolonged delays. 

While the above-cited estimates do not 
purport to be more than informed 
guesses, and while this particular sub
ject requires further attention and 
study, it would appear that a moderate 
reduction in our tariff rates-such as 
that envisioned in the bill before us
could not be expected to produce the 
drastic results forecast by some ardent 
protectionists. 

Now let us turn to examine .the poten.;. 
.tial effect of the extension· of the recip~ 
rocal agreements program, and of mod
erate reduction of our import tariff rates, 
on the overall economy and security of 
our Nation. 

Fortunately, much has been written 
on this subject, and the issues involved 
have received thorough study over a 
number of years. The Draper report, 
the Harriman report, the Paley report, 
the Bell report, the Randall repor~ 
these are but a few recent documents 
which state clearly that the liberaliza
tion of our foreign trade would be in the 
best interests of our national economy, 
and of our security. 

In addition, there is a wealth of infor
mation and evidence in support of this 
conclusion that has been gathered by 
the League of Women Voters of the 
United States, the National Farmers 
Union, the National Federation of Busi
ness and Professional Women's Clubs, 
the N-ational Foreign Trade Council, the 
National Grange, the United States Jun
ior Chamber· of Commerce;' the United 
States Council of the International 
.Chamber of Commerce,. and many other 
civic, professional, business, and labor 
organizations. 

All these reports and studies lead to 
this conclusion: the growth and expan
sion of our economy, and the well-being 
of our people, can be greatly furthered 
by our continued efforts to promote the 
liberalization of trade within the West
ern World. They also point out that the 
economic strength and unity of the free 
world may well depend on the way in 
which we shall face this issue: if we 
choose to maintain trade barriers be
tween the free countries, and if we ex
clude the products of our allies from our 
markets, we shall be driving them to 
trade with the Communist bloc. We 
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shall be thereby undermining the very 
foundations of western unity which we 
have been trying to build up with so 
much effort and sacrifice. 

Mr. Chairman, this brings us to the 
third point of this discussion: since the 
overall interests of our Nation demand 
that we continue to work for the liber ... 
alization of foreign trade, what can be 
done to assist those particular firms and 
workers who may be seriously affected by 
tariff reductions? 

There are several firms in my district. 
and in the entire metropolitan area of 
Milwaukee, which are confronted with 
serious foreign competition. There are 
other firms throughout the country 
which find themselves in a similar 
predicament. 

Some suggestions have already been 
made that the Government extend in
terim assistance to firms and workers 
adversely affected by foreign competi
tion, in order to aid them in the rechan
neling of their productive facilities and 
energies into different fields of produc
tion. I earnestly hope that these pro• 
posals receive thorough consideration 
from this body, and that the most 
feasible and practical of them receives 
favorable action. I shall continue to 
work for early action on such legislation. 

Before closing, I should like to bring 
up one more point: 

Last year, acting on my request and 
with the full cooperation of my om.ce, 
the Library of Congress conducted an 
important survey of the impact of for .. 
eign trade on the city of Milwaukee: 
The study was conducted under the 
general supervision of Dr. Howard Piquet 
anct ·the ·final report was written by Mr. 
Harold Lamar, both members of the 
Legislative Reference Division of the 
Library of Congress. . 

In the belief that this report would 
prove of great interest to Members of 
this body and to people throughout the 
Nation, I had inserted it in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of January 14, 1955. 
For that reason, I. shall not at this point 
go into the details of that ·document, 
since· it is readily accessible to all of us. 

I believe, however, that it is prope:r 
to point out that the Foreign Trade 
and Milwaukee study revealed that the 
majority of our manufacturing indus
tries in Milwaukee, and of the workers 
employed by them, are greatly interested 
in foreign trade, and largely benefit 
from it. This is a very revealing point. 
The study further showed that only 
approximately 3¥2 percent of the manu:. 
facturing workers of industries answer
ing the . Library of Congress question
naire were being adverse~y affected by 
foreign competition. 

Similar local studies have been and 
are being made in other parts of our 
country. They should be of great help 
to us by showing how foreign trade 
affects our communities, and by indicat
ing the industries and the specific firms 
which suffer from foreign competition. 

Mr. Chairman, in the few minutes 
allotted t.:> me, I have endeavored to 
show why the legislation before us war-
rants speedy and favorable action. It 
is my hope that the extension . of the 
reciprocal trade agreements program 
will be approved without delay. 

· Mr: COOPER. ·Mr. Chairman, I desire 
to announce that we have only one fur
ther speaker on. this side, so the . gen
tleman from .New York may finish up 
on his side. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair.: 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN]~ 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, at this point in debate, probably 
none of us is helping anyone make up his 
mind how to vote. PerhapS- some of us 
are saying things which we do not really 
mean or which should not be said. At 
the same time, I intend to vote in favor 
of this bill because I believe it will 
strengthen the economy of the United 
States. I believe also that it . will 
strengthen the economies of our allies, 
which will be of direct benefit to us. 
Passage of this bill, furthermore, will 
help the American consumer. Such for
eign competition as this bill envisages 
should foster greater emciency within 
our own industries. Competition, we 
can all agree, is a vital part of a healthy 
free enterprise system. I have faith that 
America's engineering and merchandis
ing genius will enable us to compete 
effectively without the subsidy of high 
tariffs. 
· Each Meinber of Congres·s, I am sure, 
has received material from his district 
regarding certain industries which feel 
they would be injured by any further 
reduction in tariffs. In some cases they 
claim injury under present rates. If my 
om.ce is typical, Congressmen may have 
received more material from industries 
opposed to this bill than they have from 
those favoring it. As so frequently hap
·pens, it is the opponents of a measure 
who make the most noise. 

For this reason the easy course for 
many Members may be to oppose the bill 
before us. Such action, at least, would 
satisfy the vociferous and articulate op
ponents of trade liberalization. The 
Member could claim to be fighting to 
protect his district's interests and no 
·one would question his sincerity. 
. Unfortunately, the more difflcult 
course for each of us is to rise above the 
·purely parochial interests of our con
stituency. On a major piece of legisla
tion such as that before .us-a bill which 
has tremendously wide potential ramifi
cations both nationally and interna
tionally-! believe our votes should be 
·determined by a broader consideration 
than our own immediate constituencies. 
·The test should be the test which Presi
dent Eisenhower so frequently refers to, 
·"Is it in the enlightened self-interest of 
the United States? Will this strengthen 
America?" 

In his special message to Congress last 
·month, the President said: 

The Nation's enlightened self-interest and 
·sense of responsibility as a leader among the 
free n ations require a foreign economic pro.
gram that will sti~ulate economic growth 
in the free world through enlarging oppor
tunities for the fuller operation of the forces 
of free enterprise and competitive markets. 
Our own self-interest -requires· such a pro
gra~ beca1,1se ( 1) economic strength among 

. our allfes is esSential td oUr security: (2) eco
- nomic growth in . underdeveloped areas is 
necessary to lessen international instability 

- growing out of the- vulnerability of such 
areas to Communist penetration and subver-

.- - . 

l!lion;· and· tS) ' an. inereasing ·velume :<>f worl~ 
production and trade will help assure our 
own economic growth and a rising standard 
!Jf living ·a,mong our own people. 

· The bill before us will strengthen the 
United·states both at home and abroad. 
The United States must take the leader., 
ship in encouraging high levels of trade; 
[ hope that my colleagues will cast tbeir. 
:votes on the basis of the.national interest 
rather than any special or local interests. 

I wish, in closing-,. Mr. Chairman, to 
make .a special point: Regardless of the 
outcome of the vote on . this particular 
bill, we should recognize that the re
ciprocal trade program is only one part 
of the complex field of foreign economic 
policy. Despite the importance of this 
program we must bear in mind that the 
real problems in the field of world trade 
lie far deeper tban 'the tariff que.stion. 

The problems stem largelY, from the 
basic disruptions and dislocations in 
trade patterns which first came about 
·following World War II and which have 
continued up to the present time. A 
number of specific factors could be listed: 

First . . The center of world .trade has 
shifted from Britain to the United 
States. This has created definite eco
.nomic adjustment problems · for Great 
Britain and other Western European na.; 
tions. . 

Second. The drive of former colonial 
people for economic independence has 
.considerably altered · traditional trade 
patterns between Western industrial na
-tions and so-called third countries of 
the undel'developed areas. 
- Third. Scientific_ and technological 
.change have tempted more nations to 
pursue a policy bf economic independ~ 
.ence and self-sutfici~ncy. · The · result 
.has been an undercutting of the tradi
.tional advantages of international spe
cialization, and an increase in interna.;. 
.tional trade competition. 
. A revolution in world trade patterns 
has resulted from these and many other 
factors. Solutions to the dislocations 
which have taken place cannot be found 
in tariff adjustments alone. In many 
cases the economic problems of our allies 
have nothing to do with the United 

.states tariff. For one thing, our Euro:
pean friends must further · increase 
·their production and improve their mer
chandising techniques. 
- Along with our . effpr~ in the field of 
.reciprocal trade, the Government of the 
United States will continue, I hope, to 
. work closely-with its allies in an effort to 
attack the more basic causes which have 
led to the problems facing us in the field 
of international trade. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

·. Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I · yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I would like to 
'associate myself with the gentleman's 
remarks . . And, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
·unanimous consent to extend my re_
marks in the RECORD immediately fol:-
lowing the gentleman's remarks. . 

Tqe CHAIRMAN . . Is there objection~ 
There was no objection. . . 
Mr. WA:mwRIGHT. Mr. ·chairman, 

-I rise to make my position crystal clear 
·on the action which took place yesterday. 
Due to the fact that I was confined to my 
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bed with the flu, I was unable to vote on 
rollcall No. 8. Had I been able to vote 
'I would have supported· the closed rule 
and voted "yea." On rollcall No. 9, t 
would have voted against an open rule, 
against the Brown amendment, I would 
'have voted "nay." And on rollcall No·. 
·10, the previous question, I would have 
'voted for the original rule, I would have 
voted "yea." It is thus apparent that 
I intend to support the President. of the 
United States today and vote against re
committal, and · in favor of the bill. 
Enough has _ been said on both sides, but 
I would like to add that the motivating, 
·driving force in my vote -is th-is: "Trade, 
not aid." . . _ 

Fpr example, it is a ridiculous thing to 
build up West Germany as a nation, tO 
revitalize her industrial capacity, to put 
her on her feet as a. free-enterprise na
tion, and then to set trade barriers in 
the path of German enterprises. Similar 
·situations exist in free, friendly coun
tries all over the world. I believe that 
H. R. 1 will further revitalize these na
. tions by the "trade, not aid" principle. -

Mr. REED of New ·York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 

·to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
OSTERTAG] •. 
. Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to speak with special reference to 
that part of the trade-agreements pro
gram dealing with protection of com
modities and skills vital to our security 
and national defense. In my judgment, 
this is the program's weakest link. It 

·should be substantially strengthened, if 
we are to give this program our full 

·approval. To do otherwise is to deliber
ately strike at the jobs of skilled Ameri
can craftsmen, and to jeopardize the 

·safety of our country, if and when the 
time comes that their skills are vitally 
needed. I cannot believe that our inter
national relations or the international 
economic climate requires any such sac-

. rifice from an important segment of 
American industry, and, indeed, from the 
American people themselves, upon whom 
the burden of· this unwise step would 
eventually fall. 

Let me make it clear, Mr. Chairman, 
· that, in voicing this plea for strengthened 
protection of defense-supporting indus

. tries, I am not opposing the objectives of 
· the President's program. I believe the 
: American people-generally are in accord 
with its objectives. I believe most of the 

. industrialists Of my district share the 
view that a prudent extension of the 

. reciprocal trade program would be good 
for the world economy and good for 
world understanding and amity. 

But the bill does not, in my judgment, 
. make adequate provision to protect cer-
tain classes of skilled workers, whose 

· skills are vital to our own safety, and in 
that respect I believe it should be revised. 

·Let me illustrate, Mr. Chairman, by 
. citing what is already happening to the 
optical workers in iny district. 

The optical industry is, of course, 
essential to our defense. We rely on it 
f.or optical and photographic equipment, 
bombsights, gunsights, tanksights, peri
scopes, telescopes, binoculars, cameras of 
all types, and many other instruments, 

: without which our entire Defense Estab
. lishment_ would .be .blindfolded. _ 

CI--112 

But -despite so-c-alied . safeguards af:.. ·considering steps to keep this co"mpany iti 
_ready _ existing in .the trade agreements business, but we do not see any way of keep
act, which are supposed to protect such ing skilled help on the payroll. 
industries, the optical industry is today • · • • • • 
·operating with its back to the wall. The Our l."ldustry is an imported industry. It 
American market has already been was built-up by imported skilled craftsmen 

d t f 
who came from Germany. They brought the 

·opene up o a flood of oreign optical skill and taught it to others. When World 
goods, and ' substantial numbers of war I came alo_ng, it was only a small indus
American workers have already been try, .but suddenly German imports stopped, 

-laid off as a result. Thus, for example, in and efforts had to be made to substitute 
1947 imported laboratory micr.oscopes ·American-made products for German im

·accounted.for slightly more than 1 per- ports. There was lots of time, however
cent of total sales in the United states. 3 years, 1914 to 1917-before we got into the 
In 1953 they accounted for more than scrap, and even then we weren't ready. It 

took another year to equip an army. The 
43 percent of the total sales. In 1948, optical industry was one of those that was 
.imported binoculars valued at $25 or not ready, but it grew fast during and after 
more represented 46.2 percent of domes- ·World War I, when photography became of 
tic s~les. In 1953 they represented 86.7 such tremendous importance in peace and 
percent of our sales. -war. We were ready in World War II and 

What does this mean, in concrete in Korea. Optical and photographic equip
.terms, to American industry? It means ment, bombsights, gunsights, t~nksights, 
. that certain vitally important industries periscopes, telescopes, binoculars, cameras of 

all types, all needing lenses and instruments 
must either go out of business or go into that only the optical industry with its skilled 

. other lines of business in which they help could supply, all these and many others 
·can remain solvent. They find them- too numerous to mention, :flowed in a never-
selves between the upper and nether ·ending stream to the Armed Forces. Again, 

.millstone, with their own Government . however, we had time to do training, to en
grin.ding them into oblivion. large our facilities, to plan, to produce, but 

Let me illustrate my point more spe- . even then we could not do it without exempt-
cifi?ally from the experience of a fine ~~fnf~~~:!~!a~:;~vice those who had th~ 
o~tiC_al and instrument C?m~any in my What is the situation today? The indus
distnct, one of whose speCialties has been try is losing a large part of skilled help, and 
camera shutters. those that remain are the older workers. 

Here is the case history of that com- They have never done anything else, and 
pany, under our present trade agree.- many of them are expert craftsmen, but they 
ments program, as described to me by are not getting any ~ounger. Within a few 
one of its officers· years, these skills wm be gone. They tell 

· • us that in the next war we will not have time 
During the past year our shutter business to prepare. How, then, can we produce pre

has dropped 75 percent, forcing us to lay ·ci_sion equipment without trained help? 
off 76 of our 110 skilled shutter makers, and . How good is a camera without a lens or 

· another 390 of our 1,000 regular factory em- -shutter, how good a pair of binoculars with-
ployees from our various other departments, out prisms, how good an atomic submarine 

·which layoffs have been entirely due to the _without a periscope, how good a bombsight 
·present low tariffs. In some departments without an optical system? Are we going 
.we have reached the point where we are to fight the next war blindfolded? That is 
. employing only 1 person. These layoffs are exactly what we are going to do, unless some-
continuing at the present time. thing is done to keep optical plants going. 

Between 1949 and 1953 our shutter pro-
. duction averaged well over 100,000 units per Mr. Chairman, I have received similar 
year. In 1954, due to the imports of photo- information from vi~tually every optical 
graphic shutters, this production dropped instruments manufacturer in my district, 

· to 34,000 per year, and is still continuing . and we all know it is a situation which 
to decrease. The amount of labor necessary prevails throughout the country. I will 

_to manufacture a shutter represents 85 per- take the time of the House to cite one 
cent of the . unit cost per shutter, and at more illustration, however. There is in 

. our average rate of $2.25 per hour, it is quite · 
_impossible to compete with $.35 to $.50 per . my district one large manufacturer of 
hour labor which exists for skilled shutter- optical goods who specializes in binocu
makers in Germany and approximately $.15 lars. In 1946, the company manufac
to $.20 per hour labor which exists for tured 41.5 percent of the quality binocu-

. skilled shuttermakers in Japan. _lars sold on the American market. Only 
In 1939 and 1940 when Germany was cut 1 percent were of Japanese origin. In 

· off as a source of supply for photographic 194_9, this company's share of the domes
shutters, we were very urgently requested tic market had dropped to 9.3 percent, 
by the United States Army Signal Corps to 
develop a shutter for their military require- · and by 1952 its share was only 2.8 per-

. ments, which we did in a very short· period -cent. This, of course, amounts to ruin
of time. However, _if it were not for the ous competition, and ruinous economic 
fact that we had beEm able to maintain rea- war, waged against American manufac

. sonable shutter production and as a resuit _ tur~rs and American workmen by their 

. of this production of our own engineering own Government. I_n my judgment, 

. and experimental departments, we could -there are no considerations of interna-
not have developed this urgently required tional relations sufficiently important to 

_military shutter. 
our thuttermakers are highly skilled peo- justify an international trade program 

.- ple with many years of experience. It takes . maintaineq at so critical a cost to our 
2 to 3 years to train one, and only a small own manufacturers and workers. 
percentage of people to whom we give train- I should like to add one additional 

· ing succeeded in becoming shuttermakers. ironic fact to this statement: in more 
Shutter~ are not items that can be mass- , than one .case in my district, the manu

. produced . . Each is built individually. Our 
Repax shutter has 186 parts, many of them facturing plants which are being so 

· so small they must be handled with pincers. ·critica]ly hurt by our present foreign 
· • • • • • - trade program are, in more than one 

To sum it up, the impact of imports on our sense, the victims of their own Govern
-company is disastrous .. Naturally, we ar-e -ment.- When -World War II and- the 

. ,. 
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Korean war broke out, the Defense De
partment went rushing to these manu
facturers, pleading for urgently . needed 
optical goods of many kinds. The manu
facturers embarked on the necessary ex
pansion programs, tooling up ·their 
plants, enlisting and training the crafts
men necessary to do the job, and turning 
out the goods which were vital to our 
security. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a heartening 
note in connection with this problem 
and I refer to plans to amend the De
fense Production Act to provide the 
necessary authority for the protection 
of commodities and skills vital to our 
national defense. In a · conversation 
earlier today with Dr. Arthur S. Flem
ming, Director, Office of Defense Mo
bilization, I was assured that· the ad
ministration will recommend an appro
priate amendment to the Defense Pro
duction Act in connection with the pro
posed extension of this law. Although 
the details of the proposal have not been 
determined, it is expected that an inter-

.. agency task force within the ODM will 
soon submit a report and recommenda
tions on the subject for the considera
tion of the Director who in turn will 
report to . the President. · This approach 
appears to be a practical solution to this 
knotty problem and I am glad to have 
the assurance of the Director that this 
matter will ·be brought to a head within 
the . near future. Such an amendment 
to the Defense Production Act should 
give the President appropriate authority 
to protect the industries and skills essen
tial to our national security and defense. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. FENTON]. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, after 
yesterday's demonstration as :to the 
temper of the House regarding H. R. 1, 
it would seem to me that it is vecy clear 
that any extension of time made should 
not exceed 1 year. 

For years the frightful conditions ex
isting in the anthracite and bituminous 
coal industry of the United States has 
been pretty . generally known. To we 
who live with the problem it is dis
heartening to say the least. 

It therefore becomes necessary for me 
to oppose H. R. 1 because of the insist
ence of our· administrations, present and 
past, to permit the importation of mil-

· lions of barrels of dump, residual oil 
into our eastern seaboard. 

This importation of residual oil~136 
million barrels last year-is the equiva
lent of 35 million tons of coal-means 
that the loss of production and sales fall 
on the mines which normally serve the 
eastern seaboard. 

Unemployment in the anthracite area 
of Pennsylvania has been persistent over 
a number of years. We have tried to 
cope with this situation locally and 
through the State. 

We realize that there are a number of 
factors which go to make .up our trials 
and tribulations and which I will not 
discuss at this time. · 

However, one of . the greatest factors, 
such as the importation of cheap residual 

. oil, displaces so much of our coal produc
tion that it becomes necessary to protest 

the passage of H. R. 1 in its present 
form. 

I was one of a great many Members of· 
this body · who brought attention of this 
problem to the committee with the intro
duction of fl. R. 428 which would have 
limited such importation to some degree. 

Since we have no other recourse to 
cut down on this dumping of residual 
oil into our country, I shall vote against 
H.R.l. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as she may desire 
to the gentlewoman from Massachusetts 
[Mrs. ROGERS]. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I cannot possibly vote for the 
bill as now written. I hope to be able 
to vote for recommittal. · 

Believing very earnestly as I do that 
H. R. 1, the Trade Agreements Exten
sion Act of 1955, represents extremely 
far-reaching ·and important legislation 
for our country, I appealed to the Mem
·bers of the House yesterday to think very 
accurately about all of the facts involved 
before committing themselves to a deci
sion on this bil1 this afternoon. 

After a careful examination and ex
haustive study of the facts involved and 
the far-reaching powers granted in this 
legislation, I have reached a conclusion 
to oppose and vote against H. R. 1. 

In reaching this conclusion, I want to 
make my position perfectly clear.- I am 
not opposed to international trade, and 
I am not opposed to international trade 
by negoti.ation or agreement. A great 
nation such as ours must, of course, do 
business with the rest of the world, and 
the American people certainly receive 
many benefits from the fact that the 
rest of the 'world is anxious to do busi
ness with us. The principles and objec
tives, as well as the operation of inter
national trade are not involved in the 
consideration of this legislation at this 
time. That which is involved in this 
legislation and which has a significant 
influence upon our trade relations with 
other countries, as well as a serious effect 
upon our domestic economic life, is the 
important factor of method. 

In the course of the debate here this 
afternoon, the very able . and distin
guished members of the Ways and Means 
Committee have presented arguments 
for and arguments against this legisla
tion in the course of their excellent 

·analysis of so much that is involved. As 
a result, it is not my purpose to duplicate 
arguments already made or that will be 

·made. Instead of presenting, on the 
contrary, an exhaustive analysis of this 
legislation, it is my purpose to address 
my attention to one very important ele
men·t involved in this bill. In doing this, 
I hope to emphasize a consideration in
volved here which surely must command 
the attention and thought of every Mem-
ber of this House. . 

On many occasions down through the 
years during times of great crises, I have 
come here to the tribune in this great 
House of Representatives in Congress to 
express my views for whatever they may 
be worth. I believe firmly that although 
this legislation is nqt of a . crisis nature, 
it is equal in importance -to the .people of 
America, to those great decisions made 

here in the past which have hewed the 
path of our destiny. 

Among other things, this. legislation 
extends the power a~d authority of the 
Executive over the entire economic life 
of America. It is my view that this 
power should not be delegated away 
from the Congress of the United States. 
The representatives of the people in the 
Congress assembled should always have 
this responsibility if our constitutional 
system of government is to continue to 
have its full meaning. It is my view 
that the Constitution of the United 
States should be. the law of the land at 
all times and not only when it is con
venient . . 

One of the principal features of H. R. 
1, involving this question of power, is 
that in addition to the extension of the 
trade-agreements authority, the Chief 
Executive is authorized to negotiate 
tariff reductions, and I emphasize, I say 
tariff reductions, by any 1 of 3 alterna
tive methods. 

Under this legislation, the President is 
authorized first to reduce tariff rates 
that. exist on July 1 of 1955 by a total of 
15 percent, a reduction of 5 percent per 
year for each of the 3 years covered in 
this extension of authority. 

The other two methods of tariff-rate 
reduction authQrized in this legislation 
are alternative in nature and provide the 
power to reduce rates by 50 percent of 

. the rate prevailing on January 1; 1945, 
in the case of those products normally 
not imported, or imported in negligil;Jle 
amounts. The third alternative in
volved in the power. granted her.e in this 
legislation gives the President the au.
thority to negotiat~ reductions in tariff 
rates which are ·higher th~n 50 percent 
of the value of a particular product im
ported to a rate equivalent to 50 percent. 

Now it is my contention this grant of 
power to the executive department of the 
Government transfers· from the Congress 
or the legislative branch of the Govern
ment the control over the economic life 
of America. · This I consider to be bad 
legislation and bad law, for under our 
system of government the Congress does 
not have the authority to delegate this 
power which is obviously a legislative 
function. Article 1, section 8, of the 
Constitution specifically places the pow
er to regulate commerce with foreign na
tions in the Congress and only the 

-Congress. . · 
My opposition to the granting of this 

authority in this legislation is not based 
upon any desire on my part to build and 

·maintain a high tariff wall around the 
United State.s for the purpose of prevent
ing trade with foreign nations. I believe 
I am more realistic and sensible to the 
necessity for the flow of goods between 
nations than to even suggest such a pol
icy. I believe in a flow of trade between 
nations for their mutual advantage. My 
opposition, on the contrary, is based on 
the principle that in view of the fact 
the United States of America is already 
among the very lowest tariff nations of 
the world, and already has some of the 
lowest tariff rates on particular products 
of any nation in the world, that any new 
tariff policy, and this is the important 
point, that any new tariff policy of the 
United States should at least place for-
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eign producers, having lower manufac
turing costs in a national economy of a 
much lower standard than America, in a 
comparable competitive position with 
our own domestic producers for . the 
·United States market. In other words, 
I am completely opposed to any trade 
policy or to a granting of the power to 
formulate any trade policy which, upon 
establishment, would discriminate in fa
vor of foreign producers against Ameri
can manufacturers, and American labor. 
I am opposed to any trade policy which 
could result in a drastic lowering of the 
fine and great standard of living enjoyed 
in America. 

In this respect, I agree completely with 
President Eisenhower, with his state
ment in his first state of the Union mes
.sage, which is: 

This objective must not ignore legitimate 
safeguarding of domestic industries, agricul
ture, and labor standards. 

Also, I agree with the statement issued 
·by the Commission on Foreign Economic 
Policy, which declares: 

American labor should not be subjected 
to unfair competition as a part of any pro
gram to expand our foreign trade. 

In this legislation, however, I fail to 
find any evidence of safeguards which 
would guarantee the observance of these 
expressed views. 

It is argued by the proponents of this 
legislation that this granting of power to 
the executive department of the Gov
ernment to negotiate this drastic lower
ing of tariff rates over the next 3 years 
i:> absolutely necessary, in order to con
struct and build up the economic posi
tion of our allies and friendly nations. 

It is argued this is absolutely neces
sary for the preservation of peace and 
for the protection of the free world .. 

If these arguments are valid, surely in 
the building of the economic strength of 
our foreign friends, it is not necessary 
for · America to sacrifice complete in
dustries and particular labor skills long 
'the backbone of our economic and indus.
triallife. If we must make such a sacri
fice, obviously we are defeating the very 
objective we are trying to achieve. 
Surely,· you will agree with me that a 
sound, prosperous economy in the 
United States, based upon our American 
standard of living, constitutes the most 
important single factor in the building 
of a sound economy everywhere in the 
world. 
· The tremendous rate of consumption 
·of world products as a result of the high 
standard of living in America cannot be 
sacrificed for the building of economies 
elsewhere, for in doing so, the building 
of these economies would terminate and 
they would collapse to the extent the 
American market was destroyed.-

In addition to this very important 
fact, is the fact that if peace is to be 
maintained throughout the world it can 
only be assured if the United States of 
America remains industrially strong. 

It is my contention that this legis
lation we are considering here at this 
time discloses no evid~nce whatsoever 
for the -need to sacrifice particular 
American industries upon which the 
American people are dependent in order 
to produce economic well-being and 

·economic strength for our foreign 
friends. To be specific, is there any 
Member in this House who here and now 
would stand up and vote to abolish the 
American textile industry in order to in
crease the economic strength of any of 
our foreign friends? I do not believe 
there is a single Member here today in 
this House that would favor any such 
action. Yet, I say to you, the possibility 
of this eventuality is contained in this 
legislation and in this grant of power. 

Let us look at the facts in regard to 
the economic strength of some of our 
foreign friends. A study of foreign eco
nomic conditions discloses that business 
conditions are improving, that national 
income has increased, and that the na
tional economy has materially progressed 
during 1954 in Italy. If the basic eco
nomic factors continue to show progress 
in 1955, Italy reports that conditions 
there will be far above average. In 
England, production, profits, wages, are 
at higher levels than at any time since 
the war. The Ministry of Economics 
for Western Germany reports that 1955 
will disclose an increase in the gross 
national product of approximately 10 
percent. In spite of its domestic political 
difficulties, the Ministry of Economics 
in France reports that France is headed 
for a very good year. Japan reports, pro
duction increasing· at a rapid rate. Simi
lar reports of expansion and gains in the 
national economy are reported in Swed
en, Norway, Denmark, Holland, Portugal, 
Spain, Canada, and South Africa. 

In view of these facts, why is it neces
sary to grant this overwhelming power 
today authorizing drastic, detrimental 
reductions of our tariff rates in order to 
strengthen the economic well-being of 
the nations of the free world? These 
nations today, already have experienced 
a marked increase in their national eco
nomic life. At this very moment, we 
must recognize factual conditions and 
keep in mind that imports are already 
ftowing into the United States in some 
cases of sufficient quantity to actually 
threaten our domestic economy and to 
threaten the economic life of certain 
communities within the country. En
couraged by American gifts and grants 
·of capital, the industrial capacity of our 
.friendly foreign nations has tremen
dously increased. It has not yet reached 
its full capacity. When it does, we can 
expect a larger and larger flow of prod
ucts to the great American market which 
will more and more compete with our 
American industries. 

In conclusion, again it is my purpose 
to emphasize the fact that the economic 
structure of many foreign countries is 
so dissimilar to that in the United States 
that increased flow of goods to the Amer
ican market would not alter the stand
ard of living in those respective countries 
and would not change the economic 
structure or increase the standard of liv
ing. All such an additional flow of goods 
would accomplish would be to make man
ufacturers in those parti~ular countries 
more wealthy. It would make rich men 
richer and have no effect whatsoever 
upon raising the hourly wage rates for 
labor or the standard of life and living 
in those countries. Labor in those coun
tries would continue, regardless of the 

expansion of trade, to exist in practical 
slavery with a very low standard of liv
-ing based on slave wages and long hours 

· of toil. 
Now my time is up, so I want to leave 

this thought with you. Make sure that 
in the action you take today in regard 
to this legislation, you are thinking of 
the welfare of the American people and 
of the greatness and fineness that is 
America. Make your decision beneficial 
and helpful to your country. As is recog
nized everywhere, America has many 
·times over, done her part to help other 
·na~ions. We will continue to help other 
nations to the best of our ability, but 
it is high time that we begin to think 
of the welfare of our own country and 
our own American people. I know in 
your hearts you agree with me and that 
you will not here today favor action 
.which might prove detrimental to the 
strength and well-being that is America. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
·to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
·[Mr. SAYLOR]. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that the time has come when every Mem
ber of Congress should resolve the ques
tion of whether he is to vote in the 
exclusively selfish interest of his own 
district or whether he is to vote in the 
general interest of the :Jnited States. I 
have always contended that the national 
interest should at all times take prece
.dence when a conflict of conscience is 
-involved. 

We are about to vote on a bill that 
perennially emphasizes the tendency for 
some of those among us to expect special 
·treatment for their own constituencies 
while denying the same consideration to 
other areas of our Nation. Yes, the an
nual showdown is here again. We are 
·cbout to go on record with our vote on 
the bill to extend the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act. 

A large number of our Members have 
already declared in favor of this bill. We 
·must have world trade, you say, and the 
only way we can do it is to liberalize fur
ther our tariff barriers. But how many 
of the proponents of this bill are willing 
to have their own districts subjected to 
the type of foreign competition that is 
.existent and would be intensified under 
this bill? 

Industry and labor in my district have 
long suffered as a consequence o the 
influx into this country of' such products 
as residual oil, plate and window glass, 
and clay and ceramics products. Speak
·ing for this district and other districts 
confronted with a similar situation, I 
have .proposed that H. R. 1 be amended 
so that it will provide a safeguard for the 
American coal industry and for the glass 
and clay and ceramics industries. 

In the past we have made little head
way in this crusade for equitable treat
ment. Too many Members of Congress 
are too willing to continue the illicit 
application of tariff principles responsi
ble in the double standard for the various 
regions of our country. 

I would appreciate some frank expla
nation by proponents of this measure 
-as to why my district is not entitled to 
enjoy the same protective measures as 
those provided for oth_e! districts. _ Can 
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anyone explain the moral reasoning that 
impels a Member of Congress to demand 
a quota limitation and;or tariff on agri
cultural products while rejecting paral
lel safeguards for mining industries? I 
realize that it is easy to speak reverently 
and impassionately of the necessity for 
free trade when your own little kingdoms 
are safely sheltered under an umbrella 
of ·quotas and insured with price sup .. 
ports, but I do not understand how any
one who is guilty of this incongruous 
practice can sleep at night knowing that 
there is widespread hunger and destitu
tion among American people as a con
sequence. If anyone in this House is .not 
aware that those conditions exist in this 
land of ours, then let me assure you that 
at this very moment there are thou
sands of coal miners and railroaders wh o 
are without work because foreign oil im
ports have taken their jobs from them. 
Their families are undernourished and 
are not properly clothed, and there is 
little hope for a better life unless this 
Congress forgets sectionalism and self
ishness and join together as an Ameri
can legislative body. 

Last evening I went back through 
some CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS of the past 
several years, and I was distressed to find 
so many statements appealing for price 

-supports, quotas, and tariffs by many of 
the same Members who yesterday voted 
against giving citizens outside their own 
counties and parishes even an oppor
tunity to be heard in respect to the tariff 
issue. How can this attitude be de
fended? 

Fortunately, there is a chance to make 
amends for this unfair treatment of our 
people. I ask only that the do-unto
others precept be given a place in this 
legislative Chamber when succeeding 
votes on foreign trade are undertaken. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BEAMER]. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
vitally concerned with this measure be
cause I think we should look at it from 
the point of view of the people of our 
district. This is not a rubber-stamp 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, habits often get deep 
rooted-even in the Congress. Great 
concern was expressed that certain au
thority will be taken away from th~ 
President in tariff matters if H. R. 1 is 
recommitted with certain instructions. 
This is no rubber-stamp Congress and 
I feel that each Member is obligated to 
represent his district and the varied in
terests in the State that has sent him 
to represent them in the United States 
Congress. 

I voted against concentration of too 
much authority in the Federal Executive 
when a Democrat was President, and I 
see no reason to change my vote when 
a Republican is President. In fact, the 
consideration of the reciprocal trade 
agreement has no political implication. 

In the 83d Congress I submitted H. R. 
9682 and in this 84th Congress I have 
submitted the same bill, H. R. 2095, in 
behalf of the glass industry. In this spe
cific industry, the workers in the factories 
have appealed to me. The same is true 
of the tile and ceramics· manufacturers 

and for those who are interested in the 
bicycle industry. These workers and 
their employers are entitled to 'Qe heard 
by the United States Tariff Commission • 
in the hope that relief will be afforded 
them if injury is inflicted by unfair for
eign competition. 

May I make it clear that neither I nor 
these people in Indiana ask for high pro
tection. They ask for equalization. 
Reciprocity is a satisfactory program 
but reciprocity must work both ways. 
That is all that our people ask and it 
certainly seems to be a fair request. 

Free trade is a magnificent concept. 
It is a beautiful thought, and wheri the 
millennium comes, when all men and all 
nations are of good will, then a free trade 
concept may become a reality. We are 
living in two worlds. We are engaged in 
a cold war. To strengthen our economy 
is the greatest factor in our all-over de .. 
fense program. This concept will en
courage trade with friendly nations. 
They, too, are protecting their industries 
and we certainly will be following their 
and our good-neighbor policy by enacting 
legislation that will provide equalization 
in tariffs. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. BATES]. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no problem, outside of those associated 
with my legislative committee, that has 
consumed more of my time or interest 
than the matter currently before us. I 
have appeared before many committees 
of the Congress in this regard, as well as 
before the Committee on Reciprocity In
formation and the Tariff Commission. 

While I have repeatedly supported the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, I am 
convinced that some of its machinery 
should be strengthened and clarified. 

Like many Members of Congress I 
have been approached by representa
tives of industries claiming injury as a 
consequence of concessions. Certain of 
these claims are legitimate and others 
are not. When I have been satisfied 
that the appeals could be substantiated, 
I have pressed for relief on these con
cessions. 

The first case I presented to the Tariff 
Commission was in 1950 on the question 
of imports of women's fur felt hats and 
hat bodies. The Commission held that 
the hat industry was injured and recom
mended withdrawal of concessions. 
This position was sustained by the Presi
dent. 

Two years ago, I again appeared be
fore the Tariff Commission concerning 
the imports of frozen groundfish fillets. 
While I was completely satisfied that 
the hat industry, in the previous case, 
had been injured, it appeared to me that 
the import of fillets were having an even 
more disastrous effect upon the fishing 
industry. In 1941, imports of this type 
amounted to only 9 percent of dome·stic 
production but increased to 81 percent 
in 1952. ln actual figures this repre
sented an increase from 9 million pounds 
in 1941 to 107 million pounds in 1952. 
The Tariff Commission recommended re
lief but this decision was not sustained. 
It is a frustrating experience to lose such 
a battle when the facts seem so evident. 

I predicted at that time that there was 
nothing to - prevent the imports from 
absorbing all but a negligible amount of 
the groundfish industry. Here is the 
situation today. During 1954, imports 
amounted to 135 million pounds, an in
crease of 48 percent over 1953 and 26 per
cent or 28 million more pounds than at 
the time the Commission made its 
decision. 

The case indicated above is an exam
ple of what can happen unless in some 
way the escape clause can be strength
ened. In my judgment, the position of 
the President would then be made much 
easier. While I recognize some inade
quacies in the motion to commit which is 
directed toward this end, I do hope that 
appropriate language can be found to 
convey these purposes before this meas
ure becomes law. 

The feelings expressed here on the 
floor during the last 2 days should not 
go unnoticed. It may seem strange that 
these feelings should develop during a 
record period of economic prosperity. 
Envision, if you will, what the situation 
would be if we were ih bad times. While 
we have cut our tariffs 70 percent since 
1934, and inflation has reduced them 
further, many countries have raised 
tariffs or prevented goods from being 
imported into their own countries by 
devious means and at the same time 
subsidized exports. 

We are currently proceeding through a 
transitional period in world trade and 
it is quite impossible to know what the 
future pattern of relationships may be. 
We must be careful not to do something 
today that we must undue tomorrow. In 
·the meantime, we must establish a pol
icy of relationships that blend together 
not only the economic aspects but all 
problems relative to this relationship. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RIEHLMAN]. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, dur
ing my entire period of service in Con
gress I have supported reciprocal trade 
legislation. I believe in the fundamental 
soundness of the reciproal trade con
cept. However, I have long felt that the 
administration of the reciprocal trade 
programs, particularly with respect to 
proceedings under the peril-point and 
escape-clause provisions, has been seri
ously deficient. 

Therefore, I believe some changes in 
H. R. 1 are necessary to protect ade
quately American labor and industry. 

Mr. Chairman, President Eisenhower 
has urged enactment of comprehensive 
legislation that would make possible the 
further development of our country's 
foreign economic policy. 

The President has pointed out most 
clearly that--

The Nation's enlightened self-interest and 
sense of responsibility as a leader among 
the free nations require a foreign economic 
program that will stimulate economic 
growth in the free world through enlarging 
opportunities for the fuller operation of the 
forces of free enterprise and competitive 
markets. 

However, the President also has en-
deavored to make it equally clear that 
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the program which he recommends is employed. Unfortunately, such has not thereby, some inefficient domestic indus-
moderate, gradual, and reciprocal. been the administrative history. tries might possibly be unnecessarily 

I believe that H. R. 1-the Trade The peril-point provision requires that protected at temporary expense to our 
_ Ajp;~emep.ts J;!:xt~ns!qn Ac~ qfJP55-sub- ____ _9~~- T~Elff _goll!!l!_issio~~~;vey all com- __ -~-COD:omy, appropriate t;~de_ c~~~~~io_~~ 
stantially fulfills the President's request moruties on which the President proposes could later be extended m such mstances 
for authority to make possible the fur- to negotiate agreements with other with relatively. little interim harm to the 
ther development of a comprehensive countries, and to specify rates of duty long-range foreign policy objectives of 
and effective reciprocal trade program. below which tariffs cannot be lowered the Government's reciprocal trad~ pro-

But the real test of the wisdom and without injury to United States indus- gram. On the other hand, belated rescis
effectiyeness of this legislation will come try. Th~ President is per~itte~ to re- sion of ha~mful trade conces~io~s will 
only in the years ahead when the grad- ~uce t~nffs below the. penl pomt, but never repair _the dalll:age ?nJusti~ably 
ual lowering of selected tariffs and the IS reqm~ed to commuruc~te to the Con- caused essential Amencan mdustnes. 
selective granting of o_ther trade conces- gress his reasons for domg so. . , Such a~end~e.nt would n?t destroy 
sions pose _problems for many segments A fu~ther chec~ on the Presidents th~ es~ent1al validity of the acts decia:r~d 
of American industry which must com- po'Yer IS found m the escaJ?e c_lause ob_Jectives-an~ ~<?~ld do ~n:u~h t<_> mim-
pete with foreign producers which appe~rs at the present time m al- m1ze the possibilities of InJUStices to 

. . · . most all Uruted States trade agreements. healthy, legitimate, and freely competi-
Already, m~ny md~st::Ies, some m my_ It allows the United States to withdraw t· A · · d t · th t t 'b t own congressiOnal distnct such as the . . . Ive mencan m us ries a con n u e 

h . 1 . d t . k ' f h' t a concessiOn given to a foreign govern~ immeasurably to our national economic 
c emiCa m us ry • rna er~ 0 c ma, ~0 - ment if that concession has led to an and defense potential. 
tery, ?utlery, and can~les, the electn?al increase in the quantities of imports . Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
machi~ery and e_lectncal_ appara~us m- which causes or threatens to cause seri- man, I yield such time as he may desire 
dustry. th~ ~achme-to<?l m~ustry • mak: ous injury to United States industry. to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
ers of preCis~on and optical mstruments • Complaints concerning increased im- KNox]. 
at_nd

1 
domestitc l?r0

1 
~ucerds of sotml e essthen- ports are directed to the Tariff Com- Mr. KNOX. Mr. Chairman, I am 

. Ia ra~ rna ena s, an cou~ ess 0 er mission which, after investigation, re- greatly disturbed over the maneuvers 
mdustnes can present gra:p~uc examples ports its findings within 9 months. If originating in the House of Representa
of ruthl~ss foreign ~omp~tlti9n from pro- three or more members of the six-man tives yesterday, being on the question of 
ducers m countnes With labor ~age Tariff Commission find that serious in- the closed rule. 
standards far below those of the Uruted jury threatens or has occurred, the Pres- I fully realize that questions concern
States. . ident must either reject or accept their ing taxation must have careful consid-

All_ of these industnes_ employ sub- recommendations. If he rejects the rec- eration as far as the closed rule is con
stantia! numbers of Amencan workmen ommendations, he must report his rea- cerned. However, this very important 
at ~erican. wage levels, and ~any of sons to the Congress within 60 days. piece of legislation dealing directly with 
thes~ mdustnes wo?ld be underuably es- An industry can suffer severe damage the trade agreements is one of so great 
sent~al to our national defense should from unfair foreign competition result- importance to the entire Nation. Many 
~oreign s_ources of supply be cut off dur- ing from unwise trade concessions al- Members of the House of Representa
mg ":ar.time. . . lowed to con~i~~e i_n operation during the tives represent districts that are directly 

This IS no mere plea by meffiCient do- prolonged Imtlatwn and pursual of affected by the provisions of this bill. 
mestic industries for protection from such escape-clause proceedings. It is difficult for one to understand 
fair competition by more efficient for- I would recommend most strongly that why a body here in a great Republic such 
eign producers. In such cases, genuinely the present bill be amended to make as the United States of America should 
more efficient foreign competitors will mandatory the more rapid and more decline to give the right to the duly 
ev~ntually capture world ~arkets in decisive administration of these pro- elected Members of congress, the Amer
spite of any efforts at protectiOn by our visions. ican privilege of being free and the right 
Government. The time allowed the Tariff Commis- to speak and offer amendments to any 

No, this is a very justified complaint sion for consideration of complaints bill dealing with issues of such major 
by many segments of American industry from parties under the escape-clause importance as H. R. 1. 
and labor against unfair competition provision should be considerably short- I represent a district in northern 
from foreign producers who are able to ened. And the Tariff Commission should Michigan that formerly was one of the 
compete in AmeriQan markets only be- be enjoined by the Congress to solicit greatest lumber sections of our Nation. 
cause of wage leyels which would be even more vigorously the views of all in- Naturally many woodworking plants fol
regarded as substandard in the United terested parties before reaching their-de- lowed the cutting of the virgin timber. 
States. cisions, in both the peril-point and These woodworking plants had provided 

I do not believe that it is possible escape-clause procedures. a medium of work for the people who 
or practical for the Congress to con- Likewise, the time allotted for Presi- live there. 
tinually inv~stigate each such instance dential consideration should be consid- In my district of Michigan, in the little 
and legislate specific tariff rates for the erably shortened since such appeals to town of Munising, there used to be a 
many thousands of product classifica"" the President have already been exten- clothespin plant. It was one of the prin
tions. Furthermore, it would be ques- sively studied by the Tariff Commission; cipal mainstays of the town, employing 
tionable wisdom for the Congress to try Furthermore, I support the principles approximately 60 workers in the produc
to dictate so specifically the detailed of the Reed amendment which would tion of clothespins. This plant was 
administration of our country's foreign provide that the findings of a majority operated by the Munising Wood Prod
economic policy. of the Tariff Commission, to the effect ucts Co., which is also engaged in the 

However, past experience convinces that a concession on any product is production of a number of other wood 
me that our administrative machinery causing or threatening serious injury to products, including salad bowls and 
in the executive branch of the Govern- an otherwise efficient and productive other wood turnings. The company 
ment has not operated so responsively American industry, should be final and made a real contribution to the town
as to guarantee for the future that the conclusive. The President would then paid a goodly share of the property taxes 
foreign economic policy program will, in take action to prevent or remedy such in- and paid them every year without the 
fact, be developed and administered jury unless he determines that the na- necessity of tax foreclosure proceed
moderately, gradually, and selectively. tional security dictates otherwise, and, ings-paid a good living wage to a large 

One of the most notable . criticisms failing to take such action, the Presi- number of workers who otherwise would 
of the reciprocal trade program in the dent would report to the Congress the have been unable to find employment in 
past has been the relative ineffectiveness reasons for his decision. the area-made it possible for retail 
of the peril-point and escape-clause Certainly, our long-range foreign eco- merchants to keep their heads above 
provisions of the act as administered by nomic ·policy could not be permanent- water by selling their wares to the work
the executive branch of the Govern- ly harmed by more rapid, decisive action ers in the clothespin plant. 
ment. Industries complain, with much in -such questions, with any reasonable All of this was before we hung that 
merit, that such relief provisions can and substantial doubts resolved in favor sign on the Statue of Liberty saying: 
be effective only if rapidly and decisively of domestic producers. Even though, "Imports Welcome." This sign and 
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the competition of low-priced spring 
clothespins which it encouraged, forced 
the Munising Wood Products Co., about 
3 years ago, to rliscontinue the produc~ 
tion of spring clothespins and to dis ... 
charge 60 of its employees. 

We are faced with the undisputed im
portance of assisting foreign countries 
in finding a market for the goods which 
they produce--in acquiring the dollars 
which they need to buy merchandise 
frcm this country-and in helping them 
improve their standards of living. These 
things this country should do. At the 
same time, we know that several million 
workers in this country are unem
ployed-trying desperately to find jobs 
which will enable them to provide for 
their families. We know that many of 
these workers are out of work solely be
cause the companies for which they 
worked have had to close their doors due 
to their inability to compete with 
foreign imports. 

We listen to innumerable advocates .of 
free trade and recognize the merit in 
the theories which they present. At the 
same time, we listen to representatives 
of domestic industries, and of labor, who 
present conclusive evidence that they 
cannot exist under free trade. 

We are told that there are millions 
unemployed in foreign countries and 
that we could help them by providing 
a market for merchandise which could 
be produced in such countries. At the 
same time we are reminded of the mil
lions unemployed in this country. We 
are told that there are some 800,000 
young men and women graduating from 
high schools and colleges every year, who 
are entitled to employment opportuni
ties; that some 200,000 immigrants ar
rive on our shores annually in the hope 
that they can find employment. We are 
told that we must take care of these 
unemployed--of these high school and 
college graduates, of these immigrants
that we are responsible for them and 
must absorb them into our industries 
and provide them with jobs so that they 
may live the kind of lives we consider 
the right of every American. 

We are told that we must help foreign 
countries so that they may ·become 
strong and be in a position to bolster our 
fight against communism. At the same 
time we are told that we must keep our 
own industries in a sound financial con
dition so that they may pay the taxes 
necessary to build up our Army, Navy, 
and Air Force, and keep America strong. 

These are only a few of the tasks 
which are dumped in the laps of the 
Congress. But we are denied the right 
to offer amendments to this important 
bill,H.R.l. 

Our first and primary obligation is to 
the American people. I believe that as 
long as we expect and require the Ameri
can businessman to live up to certain 
standards, such as the minimum wage, 
we must protect him against unfair com
petition from any source whatsoever
particularly from low prices charged for 
foreign goods produced by poorly paid 
labor. 

It is against the law to go out and take 
a man's home away from him without 
compensating him for it-even under the 
right of eminent domain, and even 

though there may be an imperative pub
lic need for that home. How then, can 
we justify taking a man's job--or his 
business-away from him without com~ 
pensating him for it-even though there 
may be an urgent need in the public in .. 
terest to give that job--or that busi
ness-to a worker or a businessman in 
some other country. 

It seems to me that we have a moral, if 
not a legal, obligation to the American 
businessman who has proYided employ
ment, abided by the rules which we have 
laid down, and has paid his fair share of 
the cost of keeping this country strong 
and to the American workman who has 
paid his fair share of the taxes and who 
has produced the goods which have made 
country what it is today. 

I am cognizant of my obligations to the 
American working man, the farmer and 
the businessman. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KEARNS]. 

Mr .. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
just returned from my congressional dis
trict where I have some 7,000 men out of 
work because of this great influx of for
eign materials into the markets of the 
United States. I want to say to the com
mittee and to my distinguished fellow 
Members of the House that I am not 
against reciprocal trade, however, I feel 
most keenly, Mr. Chairman, that it is 
about time in these United States of 
America that we go back to. the old 
McKinley form of _tariffs, whereby we 
protect American industry and the 
American payday in the United States of 
America and the man that we must pro
tect is the man who has his home and 
who has reared his children, and has the 
great privilege of living in free America. 

Mr. Chairman, let us recommit this 
bill, let us do the job that we should do 
as good Americans here and protect the 
people of the United States so that they 
can have a payday and prosperity in this 
great country of ours. 

There is a song in America, Fred War
ing and his Pennsylvanians play it. 
"Where in the World but America." If 
we are not careful it will be: "Anywhere 
else but in America." 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. GUBSER], may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, when 

the rule on H. R. 1 was submitted to 
the House yesterday, I voted three times 
in a manner which indicated my oppo
sition to an open rule. 

I voted for a closed rule because I 
am convinced that an open rule would 
have resulted in log-rolling and emas
culation of the bill and in effect the 
killing of reciprocal trade. I acted in 
support of the administration, and in 
support of an idea that far transcends 
party-political considerations. I voted 
for what I believed to be the cause of 
peace. 

My action in voting as I did has been 
greatly misunderstood. ·A number of 

my constituents, many of them growers 
of specialty crops such as cherries, wines, 
and walnuts, have .been led to believe · 
that my vote .would deny the right to 
insert safeguards against the ruination 
of their industries into the bill. I knew 
yesterday that this just is not so, and 
that the real issue went much deeper 
than that. What was at stake was 
whether reciprocal tra'de ·should be emas
culated by amendments and killed off 
on the floor of this House. 

Some time ago, I had been reliably 
informed of the likelihood that a mo
tion to recommit would be submitted to 
strengthen the escape-clause provisions 
of the bill. . The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED], a colleague in whom 
I have the greatest confidence, caused 
the text of such an amendment to be 
printed in the RECORD of yesterday. As 
recently as the day before yesterday, I 
told the growers of my district that I 
would lend every support I could to the 
strengthening of the escape-clause pro
visions if the motion was offered. The 
Reed motion will soon be a reality and 
I will support it. 

Nevertheless, in spite of my previously 
announced position, a professional lobby
ist has seen fit to convey to my constitu
ents the erroneous impression that I 
voted against their best interest. I had 
asked this same lobbyist a few days pre
viously whether the position of the in
dustry he represented would be improved 
if the escape-clause feature were 
strengthened in the amendment to re
commit. He agreed and conceded that 
this was true. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not consider 
strengthening of the escape clause the 
slightest deviation from my support of 
the President in this matter of Recipro
cal Trade. The Tariff Commission is a 
respected body, appointed by our Presi
dent and evenly divided among members 
of our two great parties. I am sure that 
this Commission is acting in the very 
best interest of our Nation. We have 
constituted it to give advice. We have 
decreed that each distressed business 
should make its case for relief before 
that body. And yet, we allow other de
partments of Government to ·oppose the 
case of these businesses without appear
ing before the Commission. 

Where the national security is in
volved, the amendment clearly states 
that the President may overrule the 
Commission. The cause of peace will not 
be endangered by the amendment-in 
fact, all it will do is cause all parties to 
the case to present their evidence in the 
open, except where national security is 
involved. I can think of nothing fairer 
than the motion which Mr. REED will 
present. 

We have lacked an effective escape 
clause to prevent disaster to any domes
tic business. Distressed businesses are 
not allowed time to convert to other 
fields and liquidate their investments. 
The Reed amendment will cure this de
fect. 

I endorse reciprocal trade because I 
am convinced that without stimulated 
international trade, peace is illusory. 
In supporting the amendment which will 
be before us, I feel that I uphold the 
spirit of the President's program for 
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reciprocal trade, that I detract nothing 
:from the cause of peace, and add .a 
needed help for our own people. I urge 
the passage of the amendment to be pre
sented by the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 9 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES]. 

Mr. BYRNES .of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, since I have been a Member 
of the House I voted on the matter of 
extending the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act in some form or other on six 
separate occasions. In looking through 
the record of those occasions I find that 
on four of them I voted in favor of the 
legislation. On two occasions I voted 
against. 

When this matter was before us in the 
79th Congress, it contained no provision 
to safeguard the American producer and 
workman against unwise reductions of 
duties. There was no provision for 
escape clauses and no provision pro
viding for a finding by the Tariff Com
mission as to the limit to which a modi
fication or binding of duties and other 
import restrictions may be made with
out causing or threatening serious in
jury to domestic producers. I voted 
against this legislation. 

In the 80th Congress, with a Republi
can majority, we were successful in writ
ing into the law a provision requiring 
escape clauses in trade agreements and 
also the provision providing for a find
ing by the Tariff Commission of the 
points below which it would be perilous 
to our domestic economy to go in reduc
ing tariffs. With these provisions in the 
bill, I voted for the extension of the 
l'rade Agreements Act. 

Then came the 81st Congress. The 
control of the Congress had shifted to 
the Democrats and one of their first acts 
was to repeal the provisions adopted by 
the 80th Congress. The escape-clause 
and the peril-point provisions were com
pletely eliminated. I voted against this 
bill. 

In providing for the extension of the 
Trade Agreements Act in the 82d Con
gress, the Congress reinserted the escape
clause and peril-point provisions over 
the vehement objections of the then Sec
retary of State, Dean Acheson, and Pres
ident Truman. With these protective 
provisions in the bill, I voted for the leg
islation. 

The matter of extending the Trade 
Agreements Act was before us on two 
occasions during the 83d Congress. It 
must be said to the credit of the present 
administration that they did not then, as 
they do not now, request the elimina
tion of the escape-clause and peril-point 
provisions. I voted for both extensions. 
· Mr. Chairman, this brief history of 
the recent actions of Congress in con
nection with the Trade Agreements Act 
shows that the ·question at issue has not 
been so much the matter of authorizing 
the President to enter into agreements 
with foreign countries, but rather the 
extent to which the position of our do
mestic producers would be recognized 
and the extent to which they would be 
protected against unfair competition in 
international trade. 

We all agree, I believe, that our pros
perity is tied up with the exchange of 

goods and services. The greater the ve- is from foreign producers outside of the 
locity and volume of this exchange, the jurisdiction of our basic laws. · 
greater is our prosperity. That is true Let it always be remembered that we, 
whether applied to domestic trade or to as a Government, impose burdens on our 
international trade. The more goods you domestic producers which we do not and 
can move back and forth between people, cannot make applicable to foreign pro
the more prosperous everybody is going ducers. Let me call your attention to 
to be. We must, therefore, have some just a few of them. I have already men
machinery, some mechanism, some au- tioned the Federal Trade Commission 
thority, to make possible the elimination Act. In addition, there is the Clayton 
of unnecessary restrictions and burdens Act, the Sherman Act, the Fair Labor 

·on that exchange of goods. The Presi- Standards Act, the Federal Food, Drug, 
dent must have the authority to enter and Cosmetic Act, the La:bor-Manage
into agreements with other countries ment ·Relations Act, and, of course, the 
which will eliminate unnecessary re- various States' fair-trade laws. In addi
strictions. The basic purpose of the tion, there are the various Federal and 
Trade Agreements Act is to provide this State taxes imposed on domestic pro
authority. I support this basic purpose. ducers. There is also the social-security 

Please note that I used the word "un- law, the Unemployment Compensation 
necessary" in referring to the restric- Act, and the various States' workmen's 
tions and burdens which we should ~t- compensation acts. Those are just some 
tempt to eliminate. I use the word "un- of the burdens which we have placed on 
necessary'' because I think we must our domesti-c producers by law which do 
recognize that circumstances can and do not apply to foreign producers of similar 
exist which require a nation to place cer- commodities. 
tain restrictions on the goods or services I am certainly not suggesting that 
entering into that country. I think we these laws should be repealed. I do say 
are most unrealistic and make a serious that we must, however, be fair to our 
mistake when we criticize either our Gov- domestic producers and recognize that 
ernment or a foreign government for im- these laws can place them at a distinct 
posing a restriction on the flow of goods disadvantage in competing with foreign 
into that country in order to meet some producers. 
conditions then existing in that country. There is no question but what we 

The proponents of free trade speak would all be horrified if anyone were to 
loud and eloquently about the virtues of · suggest that the minimum-wage provi
open unfettered competition. We have sions of the Fair Labor Standards Act 
heard some of their speeches today· should apply to only a small section of 
Given their way, we would completely the cquntry, such as New England, and 
repeal the Tariff Act of 1930, and any of that the rest of the country would not 
our other laws which regulate the flow be subject to this law. There is no one 
of goods into this country. who would not recognize that this would 

I, too, believe in competition. I would place the New England producers at a 
remind my colleagues, however, that decided disadvantage in any effort to 
what we in this country have always compete with producers in other sections 
strived for is fair competition. We have of the country. We would hurl all of the 
many laws written on our statute books derogatory adjectives in the book at such 
to assure that our domestic commerce a proposal. Yet, if it would be unfair 
will be based on fair competition. With and unreasonable to discriminate be
respect to our domestic economy, we rec- tween domestic producers, is it not just 
ognize that Government has an obliga- as unfair and unreasonable when we re
tion to assure an environment which en- quire a domestic producer to comply 
courages fair competition. In 1914 we with such laws and at the same time re
established the Federal Trade Commis- quire him to compete in our domestic 
sian. Look at its basic objectives. Let market with foreign producers whom our 
me quote briefly from the United States laws do not reach. Certainly the answer 
Government Manual of 1954-55 concern- must be "Yes," unless we provide some 
ing the duties and purpose of this Com- other compensating device to protect 
mission: 

Although the duties of the Commission are 
many and varied under the statutes, the 
foundation of public policy underlying all 
these duties is essentially the same: to pre
vent the free-enterprise system from being 
stifled or fettered by monopoly or corrupted 
by unfair or deceptive trade practices. In 
brief, the Commission is charged with keep
ing competition both free and fair. 

Yes, that is our governmental policy 
in the field of domestic commerce--to 
keep competition both free and fair. 
The question I would ask my friends who 
advocate free trade is, "Should we have 
any less concern about assuring fair 
competition in the area of foreign com
merce and foreign trade, partiCII.llarly 
when that competition arises from for
eign producers who are outside of the 
scope and application or our other do
mestic laws?" In my judgment, Mr. 
Chairman, we should be more alert to 
assure fair competition when the threat 

against the unfairness. Our tai'iff laws 
and import regulations must perform 
that function. 

I have emphasized the need to protect 
our domestic producers from unfair com
petition because I am very fearful that 
there have been times when this fact 
has not been recognized in negotiations 
and agreements entered into under the 
authority of the Trade Agreements Act. 
I share the concern of many in this 
House that those who administer the act 
under Presidential directive are some
times overly anxious and overly enthu
siastic about befriending some foreign 
·country and, in their enthusiasm, lose 
sight of their fundamental obligation 
to be fair and honest with our own peo
ple. That is why I have long been an 
advocate of the escape-clause and peril
point provisions of the act. That is why 
I also feel that there is a need for 
strengthening the present escape-clause 
provisions. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am supporting this 
extension. I voted to report this bill out 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
and I will vote for its passage today. If 
I could vote to give the authority re
ferreQ. by this bill to a Democrat admin
istration, as ! _did in 1948 and in 1951, I 
certainly can vote to give it to the pres
ent administration. 

Because I believe we must take every 
precaution to assure protection for our 
domestic producers against unfair com
petition from foreign producers, I intend 
to vote for the motion to recommit, 
which has as its objective the strength
ening of the escape-clause procedure. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JoNAS]. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, many of 
those who have spoken today in favor of 
this legislation have sought to leave the 
impression that the 'issue here is be
tween those who believe in an expanding 
international trade, and those who would 
erect a high tariff wall around this coun
try and have us withdraw behind it. 
That is unfortunate, because it does not 
correctly state the issue involved and is, 
therefore, misleading. Those who make 
that contention are simply erecting 
strawmen in order to knock them down. 

Of course, it is safe to say that every 
believer in free trade supports H. R. 1, 
but many support it who do not favor 
the complete elimination of tariffs. 
Likewise, I am sure that every protec
tionist opposes H. R. 1, but there are 
many of us here who have misgivings 
about this legislation, but who, never
theless, are firm supporters of the con
cept of reciprocal trade. 

I find myself in the latter category. 
I would not favor going back to the old 
procedure of writing tariff bills on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 
I also believe that we must permit for
eign-made goods to be sold here if we 
expect to export our own surpluses. 
. The argu:tnent to which I have ·re
ferred ignores three important points: 

First. Existing tariff rates are the low
est in our history. 

Second. They permit vast quantities 
of goods to enter our country--currently 
at a rate of $11 billion worth a _year. 
Approximately two-thirds of all our im
ports enter this country duty free. 

Third. No one is seeking to raise tariff 
rates. 

It would app~ar from these three 
points that current tariff rates are not 
unreasonably restrictive of imports, and 
within the framework of existing rates 
ample opportunity exists for the execu
tive department to negotiate trade 
agreements with other nations. All that 
should be necessary to extend this au
thority, and thereby continue the recip
rocal trade program, would be to extend 
the termination date of the existing au
thority for 1, 2, or 3 years. 

However, H. R. 1 is more than an ex
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act. It contains authority to fur
ther reduce existing tariff rates which 
are already, as I have stated, at the 
lowest point in history, and so low that 
they do not present any serious obstacle 
to the expansion of trade. 

In the case of ·te_xtiles and other arti
cles on the agenda for con.sideration at 
Geneva, the provisions of H. R. 1 would 
give the executive department author
ity to reduce tariff rates 65 percent under 
1945 levels. So, with respect to the 
articles which will be the subject of the 
approaching Geneva C_onference, which 
will include approximately 90 percent 
of all cotton countable cloth, we face the 
possibility not of a tariff reduction of 
15 percent over a 3-year period, but a · 
substanti&.lly higher reduction below 
existing rates. 

As a matter of fact, the starting point 
for proposed reductions in tariff rates on 
textiles is unknown at the moment and 
will not be known until after the Geneva 
Conference, and that conference is not 
even scheduled to end until June or July 
of this year. 

Although some of those who will vote 
against H. R. 1 will do so because they 
are generally opposed to reciprocal
trade agreements negotiated by the Ex
ecutive, my own misgivings .about the 
wisdom of the legislation as it now 
stands stems from the broad extension 
of additional authority to the Executive 
over and beyond the authority now pro
vided in existing law, and from the un
certainties I have just mentioned. 

The great textile industry of this 
country is too important a part of our 
economy to be liquidated. I do not be
lieve the people who are engaged in this 
field will permit it to be liquidated. The 
units which will be hardest hit by fur
ther drastic tariff reductions are the 
small, independent textile plants scat
tered up and down the . Atlantic sea
board. · Many of them now are in a life
and-death struggle for survival. They 
are barely able to keep operating now, 
because they have to compete wjth 
giants in the domestic textile industry 
and also with foreign-manufactured 
goods which are entering domestic mar
kets today over the lowest tariff rates in 
history. To increase that competition 
will either do 1 of 3 things: First, force 
many of them to liquidate; second, force 
a reduction in wages to employees; or, 
third, force them to merge with others 
similarly situated and form additional 
giant textile organiztaions. 

Already the trend toward concentra
tion is alarming. I would certainly hate 
to see the textile industry, which has 
meant so much to the people of my 
State, follow the pattern set· by the auto
mobile industry. I would hate to see 
the great textile industry dominated by 
a few giant organizations as the auto
PlObile industry is today. 

·I cannot vote for H. R. 1 in its present 
form. I have supported every effort to 
modify it so that s.t least some of these 
objectionable features might be elimi
nated. I would like to vote for an ex
tension of the present act, just as I did 
a year ago when it was extended, and 
would do so if it were not for the un
certainties I have mentioned which, in 
my view, constitute the gravest sort of 
situa:tion for the great textile industry 
which means so much to my part of the 
country. · · 

Mr. CEDERBERQ. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, 

I feel that we. have arrived at the point 
in attempting to purchase foreign good 
will with tariff concessions, where we had 
better turn around and look inside the 
boundaries of our own country and de
termine how much more whittling we 
can do and yet keep our own mills, mines, 
and shops running as they should 
operate. 

We have heard the argument advanced 
that we should have "Trade, not aid" 
and that by lowering tariff rates the 
products of foreign labor will come into 
this country and with the dollars re
ceived the foreign countries will be able 
to buy more American products. 

That all sounds well and good up to a 
point. 

If the products of foreign labor flow 
into the channels of American trade 
and displace the products of American 
mills, mines, and shops, and wipe out 
the jobs of the workers producing those 
American products, then who is going 
to buy the foreign imports? 

For many years now we have had this 
reciprocal-trade program in operation. 
We had reductions during the war years 
to help our friends of the free world, 
then in the postwar years we had reduc
tions in the interest of economic recovery 
in friendly foreign nations. 

WE HAVE OUT-HORSETRADED OURSELVES 

We have just about come to the point 
where we find we are scraping the bot
tom of the barrel for concessions to use. 
In other words we have just about out
horsetraded ourselves. 

I say it is about time we take a look 
right here at home and see what has 
been happening with respect to foreign 
competition and then ask ourselves how 
much more whittling we want to do. 

At this very minute·, while we are de
bating this bill, -the leaders of the wool 
growers' group, including a group from 
my own district, are meeting at the De
partment of Agriculture concerning their 
plight. 
. The wool growers of this country are 
confronted with increased production 
costs on the one hand and competition 
from wool imports from low cost areas 
of the world on the other. 

Consideration was given to raising the 
duty on wool but that brought screams to 
the effect such-action would be contrary 
to the aims for an expanding foreign 
trade and so the tariff was not raised. It 
is true that the National Wool Act of 
1954 was designed to help wool growers 
by continuing the little remaining pro
tection and by using the import duties to 
compensate wool growers for the higher 
tariff needed to protect the industry. 

IMPORTS AFFECT WOOL GROWERS 

There is no question but that the im
portS of wool from low-cost areas has 
been a determining factor in discourag
ing our own growers to the point where 
our own production of wool has fallen 
off more than 40 percent since the begin
ning of World War II. . 

Mr. ·R. N. McLachlan, of Evart, Mich., 
in my own district is here today repre-
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senting the Michigan Co-op Wool Mar
keting Association at these meetings with 
officials of the Department of Agricul
ture. He has pointed out that the bene
fits of the 1955 program to aid and en
courage producers will not reach them 
until mid-1956 and as the result the 
incentive value for more production will 
be lost. They are seeking other forms 
of relief. That is only one example of 
our low tariff problem. 

CHICORY INDUSTRY THREATENED 

I have here a postal card which chicory 
farmers of my district are receiving from 
the E. B. Muller & Co., of Bay City, Mich. 
The company is a chicory processor. 

These postal cards read as follows: 
FEBRUARY 9, 1955. 

To Our Chicory Growers: 
Due to the low-priced chicory coming from 

behind the Iron Curtain and lowering of 
tariffs by our Government, we will be unable 
to contract for the growing of chicory in the 
United States for the current year. 

E. B. MULLER & Co. 

I am taking this matter up with the 
Department of Agriculture and the T~riff 
Commission but here again we run into 
this stumbling block of a liberal trade 
policy for our friends abroad. 

I might also say that within recent 
months one of the small manufacturing 
plants of my district was consumed on 
this same altar of liberal-trade policy. 
This factory, one of the lively industries 
such as keep our small towns humming, 
made woode::J. salad bowls and kindred 
products. That factory advised me it 
had to close because of the products of 
cheap foreign labor flooding our Amer
ican market under our ultraliberal trade 
program. 

Now I ask you when we put our chic
ory farmers out of business, when we 
wipe out sheep growing, when we close 
up dozens of small-town plants in your 
districts and mine, and otherwise displace 
American workers with products of 
cheap labor then who is going to buy 
the imports we are encouraging by this 
trade program we are constantly liberal
izing? 

Mr. Chairman, the people of the lOth 
Congressional District of Michigan, 
whom I represent, are genuinely dis
turbed at this latest attempt to further 
llberalize our trade policies. 

DISTRICT 50, UMW UNION, CITES THREAT 

I have here a letter from one of the 
large labor unions in my district-local 
12,075, district 50, United Mine W-orkers 
of America: 

DISTRICT 50, 
UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, 

LocAL No. 12075, 
Midland, Mich., January 24, 1955. 

Congressman ELFORD CEDERBERG, 
10th Congressional District, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN CEDERBERG: Local 12075, 
district 50, United Mine Workers of America 
comprised of the employees of the Dow 
Chemical Co., in Midland, Mich., are pro
testing any reenactment or extension of the 
reciprocal-trade agreement now being con
sidered. 

The importation from Europe and other 
countries of manufactured chemical prod
ucts produced by cheap labor and sold in 
competition with chemical manufacturers in 
the United States seriously threatens both 

the job security and living standards of the 
workers employed in the industry in this 
country. 

We respectfully request that you give seri
ous consideration to this protest and refrain 
from recommending for legislative enact
ment any agreement that would tend to 
stimulate the importation of foreign chem
ical products which due to low labor costs 
can be offered for sale at prices completely 
unfair in light of the existing competitive 
price structure of American products. 

Any act in furtherance of the unfair 
competition referred to herein must ulti
mately adversely affect the welfare of the 
employees of this country's chemical in
dustry. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. J. BOWERS, 

President, Local 12075, District 50, 
United Mine Workers of America. 

These instances which I have cited are 
only a few of the back home problems 
.involving reciprocal trade which concern 
me. 

During these discussions I have failed 
to be shown in a convincing manner 
that there is any trade involved, let alone 
reciprocity. 

When we look at the record and see 
some of the high tariffs charged by for
eign countries on our Michigan-made 
automobiles-tariffs running from 15 
percent to 65 percent on a car and when 
we see the high rate of duty charges on 
machinery, textiles, grains, and other 
products, I am wondering wherein we 
find ground to call it reciprocal trade. 

I am informed that the average hourly 
earnings for industrial workers in 
Switzerland is 57 cents; United King
dom, 47 cents; France, 46 cents; West 
Germany, 44 cents; Italy, 35 cents; and 
Japan, 19 cents. 

Furthermore, ·as the result of Ameri
can bigheartedness many industries in 
some of these countries are now utilizing 
efficient American methods and Ameri
can know-how to further speed up pro
duction of low labor cost imports. 

Mr. Chairman, I again say that before 
we further itnperil our economy by fur
ther reducing tariff rates that are al
ready among the lowest in the world we 
should turn from looking beyond the 
horizons to foreign countries and survey 
the situation at home. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 

in the interest ·of fairness and protec
tion to industry, labor, and agriculture 
and without any feeling or desire to 
oppose the best intentions of President 
Eisenhower in his foreign trade policy 
I will support the motion to recommit 
H. R. 1. because I believe the peril point 
should be strengthened and made clearer 
and that we should assure labor that 
we will not permit the flood of foreign 
goods to seriously affect their jobs nor 
will we permit foreign goods to seriously 
affect the economy or the industrial pro
duction in the United States. 

I fully realize that we need reciprocal 
trade with our foreign allies. I know 
that foreign trade without restrictions 
could wreck our economy, lower our 

standard of living and create widespread 
unemployment. It has already had very 
serious effect on certain industries in 
many parts of the Nation. I also realize 
that without foreign trade we would 
bring about unemployment seriously af
fecting a great deal of our industry and 
create serious unfriendly relations with 
many of our foreign allies. 

I agree with President Eisenhower 
when he said in his state of the Union 
message on foreign trade and trade 
agreements: 

This objective must not ignore legitimate 
safeguarding of domestic industry, agricul
ture and labor standards. 

I have great confidence in President 
Eisenhower and believe that he would 
do his utmost to do what he says, but this 
bill extends reciprocal trade agreements 
for 3 years and he may not be Presi
dent for part of that time. I want to 
be sure that the industry, agriculture, 
and labor has the full protection of the 
peril-point clause and for this and other 
reasons I shall vote to recommit this 
bill and I urge all other Members to 
vote likewise. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H. R. 1 and against the 
motion which will be made to recommit. 
I believe the bill should be passed. I 
believe it is in the interest of the na
tional security and the national welfare 
that it be passed because we in this 
country need a real reciprocal-trade pro· 
gram. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield-? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. I should like to ask 
the distinguished gentleman from Penn
sylvania whether he represents a coal 
area. 

Mr. FULTON. I represent one of the 
large soft coal and industrial districts 
in this country. There are in it about 
20 or 22 mining towns and thousands of 
miners, as well as part of the city of 
Pittsburgh and the entire city of Clair
ton. The people in our great indus
trial area know that our prosperity de
pends not only on the products we make 
in Pittsburgh for consumption within 
Pittsburgh and that area, but that we 
depend for a good many of our jobs on 
what we sell abroad. Our coal miners, 
in our district, are smart enough to know 
that we just cannot Balkanize our United 
States and that we cannot Balkanize our 
free world into small self-sufiicient and 
antagonistic economic units. We have 
to give and take. We know that if we 
can sell some things abroad, we can buy 
other goods that come into the United 
States cheaper and save money, which 
will mean money in our pockets to buy 
other American goods, instead of having 
to pay high prices. We know that a 
broad market is the making and 
strength of America and each commu
nity in America. 

I am one of those who yesterday voted 
for an open ruie because I wanted to give 
these complaining industries a chance, 
those who felt that they were hurt, to 



1780 CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD-· HOUSE' February 18 
speak on this floor and · have full op
portunity to state their case to this 
House, the President, and the country. 
I voted against the motion to order the 
previous question to permit amend
ments, and then I voted for the Brown 
amendment which I felt was fair. But 
when it came to the point of defeating 
this legislation finally and sending it 
back to the Committee on Ways and 
Means by voting against the rule, I · 
changed my vote and voted for the 
closed rule because I must put principle 
and policy above method. I am sorry 
that the gentleman from Ohio in charge 
of his amendment would not compro
mise to get an agreement along the lines 
recommended by Mr. KELLEY of Penn
sylvania, Mr. CoRBETT, and myself. 

May I say further, if the· motion to 
recommit is passed, it will have no fur
ther effect than we have now because it 
leaves whatever action is to be taken to 
the discretion of the President. 

May I ask the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED] if he would look at his 
proposed motion to recommit, because it 
says that the President "shall take ac
tion," without saying, first, what kind 
of action the President shall take; sec
ond, it does not limit the President from 
delegating the action to the Department· 
of State, the National Security Council, 
or any other board or agency in this 
Government. 
- The gentleman from Illinois brought· 
up the fact that the President has dele
gated some of his powers. on · foreign 
policy to members of his Cabinet, par
ticularly the Secretary of State ·and the 
State Department. What is wrong' with 
that? It has been customary with every 
President to do the same. Under the 
motion to recommit the ·same thing can 
be done because the motion leaves it in· 
the discretion of the President without 
limitation to take whatever action the 
President shall see fit. If anybody can 
show me the limiting prov~sion on the 
President's action under the motion to 
reco~mit, I would like to hear it. I do 
not believe it is there and I hear no 
response. 

Let us go a little bit further. I stand 
here as one of the minority of two of all 
the Congressmen-Republican and Dem
ocrat--in Pennsylvania because 28 out of 
the 30 Pennsylvania Congressmen voted· 
against the final and ·decisive 193-to-192 
vote on the rule yesterday, and just the 
gentleman· from Philadelphia [Mr. 
ScoTT] and I stood with the adminis-· 
tration for the reciprocal trade bill. 
Nevertheless, I stand with the leadership 
of both Houses of Congress--with the 
Speaker; with the former Speaker, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARTIN]; the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK]; the Republican whip, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ARENDS]; the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc
CoRMACK] ; and the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. CooPER], chairman of the. 
Ways and Means Committee . . These are 
the men that have led the policy of this 
House. I think it would come with ill 
grace for any of us to say that they are 
acting against the best overall interests 
of the United States or the best interests 

of our national security, or that we· are stitutionai: I can prove that very deft
not standing with this administration nitely. The Members on the floor know 
for the best policy for all the American that that is true because we are eventu
workers. · , ally going to be in this international 

When I stand up and say I am with GATT organization in which the gentle
the United States Chamber of Commerce man has taken such a vital interest, and 
and our local chambers of commerce, and after the 3 years are up, we will have 
with the farm organizations and all the abrogated that second most important 
major union organizations except one provision of the Constitution of the 
in the United States, by their authorized United States. 
leaders saying that this is tne overall Mr. FULTON. May I disagree with 
policy for the United States, I believe the gentleman and say that I, as a law
we from our own districts should rise yer, believe the bill is constitutional. 
above these sectional interests. We Mr. REED of New York. I expect you 
should say that we have to look at the to disagree, my dear friend. I would like 
United States policy as a whole, and not to say this for the benefit of the people 
raise high. walls and restrictions among and the rest of the Congress here because 
industries by log-rolling nor yet go back I sincerely believe that the most impor
to the old high-tariff-law days that we tant thing we can do for the welfare of 
had in this country at one time. this country is to adhere strictly under 

We want a friendly Nation. We want our oath of office to the provisions of the 
a country that lives among friendly na- Constitution of the United States. 
tions. If you look back in history you Mr. FULTON. May I ask the gentle
will find the nations such as Rome, man from New York a question. Why 
Greece, Syria, and the other nations that then under your motion to recommit is 
rose up with a much higher standard of the power given to the Tariff Commis
living than other nations, were cut down sion, which, although set up by Congress, 
from the outside. We should continue to is a branch of the executive or adminis
be one of the nations who have stood as trative part of the Government, when 
peoples who are friendly and cooperative, you say we should feel it should be ad
and have helped other free nations de- ministered only by the legislative 
fend themselves, such as we have done branch-the Congress? There you . are 
over the past few years. We now should likewise giving it to a part of the ad
not turn our backs on these allies and ministrative and executive branch of the 
friends in the free world, but should ask Government just as we, who want to give 
them to stand with us in prosperity in it to the President, are doing that like
the free world as a whole, rather than wise. -We are doing just what you are 
have a tremendously prosperous Amer- doing except that I disagree with the 
ica and allies who are on the breadline. gentleman from Illinois-! trust the 

So I ask you today please to consider President of the United States on this 
the point of view of the free world, to trade policy, too, as well as the narrow 
consider the point of view of the cham- ground of security alone. 
bers of ·commerce, the labor unions, the Mr. MASON. The Tariff Commission 
administration, the President and all the is an arm of the Congress and was so set 
Cabinet officers, and the leadership of up; and it never should have been re
both Houses on both sides in this Con- linquished. It will be the Congress that 
gress. would be acting when the Tariff Com-

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- mission sets rates. 
man, will the gentleman yield? Mr. FULTON. But you ·do give it to 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. the Tariff Commission administratively 
Mr. REED of New York. I would like to be the last word in making a decision, 

to call the gentleman·s attention to and Congress is not overruling tt by any 
comething I called to the attention of reserved power in this bill. 
the House last night: · The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

Under article !, -section 8, subdivision g~ntleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
3 of the Constitution of the United states · Pired. 
it is stated that the Congress shall have Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
power "to regulate commerce with for-· man, I yield ·myself 2 minutes. 
eign nations, and among the several Mr. Chairman, I know that in the heat 
States, and with Iridian tribes." of debate sometimes a little politics ·is 

Famous jurists of this country have played. It has been intimated here, of 
held that that is the second most import- course, that I am against the President. 
ant provision of the United States Con- I think the best proof of -where I stand 
stitution. with the President was made last year 

In 1780, 7 years before this Constitu- on a program which went through with 
tion of the United States was drafted, tl?-e opposition on the other side fighting 
Massachusetts put into its Constitution him to death. I do not propose to be 
what became the classic statement of pushed into any such position. I am a 
the American theory of the division of friend of the President. I want to make 
governmental power: it perfectly clear that all you have to 

In the government of this commonwealth do is to look at the record which was 
the legislative department shall never exer- made last year by the Committee on 
else the executive and judicial powers, or Ways and Means, and I also want to say 
either of them; the executive shall never that what I am saying is not criticizing 
exercise the legislative and judicial powers, the distinguished chairman on the other 
Qr either of them; the judicial shall never Side. 
exercise the legislative and executive powers, Tne CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
or either of them-to the end that it may be 
a government of laws and not of men. gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
There is not the slightest question in man, I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 

my mind that the pending bill is uncon- from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. 
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Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the extension of the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act as it
comes out of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. This subject has given me 
great concern, as, indeed, I know it has 
given all of you great concern. I come 
from a great industrial district. I come 
from a district that is very strongly in 
support of the tariff, and, I might add, 
all my life's savings and earnings are 
invested in this home community. That 
communitY has been good to me. I 
would be the last one to do anything 
which I thought would be detrimental 
to them. I rise in support of the legis
lation because I believe the national in
terests require that tbis bill be extended. 
I believe, too, that instead of impairing_ 
any of our industries it will stimulate 
trade to the end that we can have what 
we all seek-a busy America and an 
American economy based on peace rather 
than war. All industries must of neces-, 
sity benefit from a prosperous America 
and a prosperous world. 

Our country is now very closely asso
ciated with the other countries of · the 
world. We can eat our lunch in . New 
York and our dinner in London. This 
shows how closely the world has become 
knitted together. Therefore, we must 
recognize the value of trade with each 
other. 

This legislation contains the pe_ril 
point and the so-called escape clause, 
which properly enforced will give pro
tection to the American industry. 

I have had several talks with the 
President relative to this legislation. I 
have expressed to him the deep concern 
that many of us hav~ for the industries 
in our districts. I specifically spoke to 
him about the great textile industry, 
which employs 2,400,000 people, as well 
as the jewelry and silverware industry. 
The result of those conversations con
vinced me that President Eisenhower 
has no intention of destroying any in
dustries in this country. He knows that 
if America is to fulfill the destiny I be
lieve is ahead for America, we must have 
a prosperous cpuntry. ·He knows that 
stagnant industries, idle workers, and 
distressed conditions do not help bring 
about what he plans, and neither would 
it help the rest of the world which de
pends upon our country pushing ahead, 
a prosperous and a united people. 

A little while ago the President sent 
to me a letter, which, with your indul
gence, I shall read to you: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, February 17, 1955_, 

The Honorable JoE MARTIN, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR JoE: I was concerned to .Iear;n from 

you that there are Members of the Congress 
who are not wholly familiar with my philos
ophy respecting H. R. 1 and with my concept 
of the administration of this program. I 
send ypu this _letter. to eliminate any mis
understanding that may exist. 

This point I should like especially to em
phasize: Few programs will contribute more 
fundamentally to the long-term security of 
our country than the foreign-economic pro
gram submitted to the Congress on Janu
ary 10. Thi~:~ program, bUilt around H. R. 1, 
will powerfully reinforce the military and 
economic strength of our own country and is 
of the greatest importance ~o _:the well_-being 

of the free world. The program underlies 
much .of our military effort a,broad and prom
fses our people ultimate relief from burden•_ 
some foreign-assistance programs now essen
tial to free-world security. It recognizes the 
creditor status of America in the world and 
assures leadership of our people in t}le easing 
of unjustifiable trade barriers which today 
weaken all who are joined in opposition . to 
the advance of communism. These consid
erations underlie my earnest advocacy of 
H. R. 1. I deeply believe that the national 
interest calls for enactment of this measure. 

I wish also to comment on the adminis
tration of this legislation if it is _enacted into 
law. Obviously, it would ill serve our Na-:_ 
tion's interest to undermine -American in
dustry or to take steps which would lower. 
the high wages received by our working men 
and women. Repeatedly I have emphasized 
that our own country's economic strength is 
a pillar of freedom everywhere in the world. 
This program, therefore, must be, and will be, 
administered to the benefit of the Nation's 
economic strength and not to its detriment. 
No American industry will be placed in jeop
ardy by the administration of this measure. 
Were we to do so, we would undermine the 
ideal for which we have made so many S'acri
fices and are doing so much throughout the 
world to preserve. This plain truth has dic
tated the retention of existing peril-point 
and escape-clause safeguards in the legisla
tion. 

I want to say further th~t this same phi
losophy of administration will govern our 
actions in the trade negotiations which are 
to begin next week at Geneva. 

You are aware, of course, that by law this 
program will be gradual in application. A 
key provision of the bill limits to 5 percent 
of existing tariff rates the annual reduction 
in these .I:ates permissible over a 3-year pe
riod, and unused authority will not carry 
forward from year to year. You know, too, 
that this program will be selective in appli
cation, for across-the-board revisions of tar
iff rates would poorly serve our Nation's 
interests. The differing circumstances of 
each industry must be, and will be, carefully 
considered. The program, moreover, pro
vides for reciprocity, and in the program's 
administration the principle of true reci
procity will be faithfully applied. Americans 
cannot alone solve all world trade difficulties; 
the cooperation of our friends abroad is . 
essential. With such cooperation, this pro
gram provides the means for doing our part 
to help emancipate free-world commerce 
from the shackles now holding back its full 
development. 

For the reasons I have here outlined, I 
hope that H. R. 1, which is so important to 
every American citizen and to the free world, 
will receive the wholehearted support of the 
Congress. 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

In previous years it has been the cus
tom to give authority to the President 
in the revision of tariffs. I see no rea~ 
son why that rule should be changed at 
this ti:rp.e. I have faith in Dwight D. 
Eisenhower. I think he is a great Amer-. 
ican; I believe he is honestly and genu
inely interested in but _one thing; that 
is, to build up this great country of ours. 
He is not President for any material or 
personal gain; he was elected President 
in order that he could bring this coun
try through safely to better days. 

He realizes, as. you do, that there are 
some countries in this world that need 
trade concessions. I understand, too, if 
we are to hold Japan in the fold of the 
free world and prevent the extension of 
communism, we must give them a chance 
to live. . The only way we can give that 

nation a chance to live is to trade with 
~~ ' 

I also understand that the price of 
national security which 1 believe is con
tained in that trade should not be borne 
by any one industry or any one country. 
Our national security is that of 160 mil
lions of people and we all should con~ 
tribute as well as the other free nations 
of the world in keeping that nation on 
the side of the free world. President 
Eisenhower knows this. He would not 
permit a basic industry like the cotton. 
industry with its 2,400,000 workers to 
suffer. To do so would be for his own 
administration to suffer. 

So, Mr. Chairman, believing as I do 
in Dwight Eisenhower, and having full 
faith in his loyalty to American industry, 
I favor this legislation, and I hope it 
will be adopted by an emphatic vote. 

We can trade with the rest of the 
world to the mutual advantage of all. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle
man from West Virginia [Mr. BAILEY]. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr . . Chairman, it is 
certainly not my intention to consume 10 
minutes of the committee's time, but I 
do want to remind you of a few things. 
that happened in the last 24 hours on the 
:floor of this House. 

Yesterday, when the leadership, both 
on the Democratic and Republican sides. 
was face to face with a defeat in order
ing the previous question, their plea to 
you was: "Do not make your fight here. 
Wait and vote. to recommit the bill." 
That is what they told you. Today they 
are telling you a different story. Now 
they do not want you to recommit the 
bill. It is an altogether different situa
tion today. 

Mr. Chairman, the only time I desire 
to take is to remind the Members that we 
lost the fight yesterday ~nd this is our 
last opportunity to defeat what has been 
referred to yesterday as a gag rule .. 
This will be a motion to recommit with 
instructions, and it will cover some of 
the major items that you wanted to put 
in the bill in the form of ·amendments 
yesterday. 

So my plea to you today, as it was yes
terday, is. to stand .firm. I.t was nice tQ 
listen to the very excellent reading by; 
the minority leader of the lett.er from 
our President. He cannot be too much 
concerned about this matter because the 
ticker just now carried the information 
that he had gone out to the Burning Tree 
Club to play golf. While my Democratic 
friends . are pleading and bleeding f_or 
him, he is playing golf. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, the 
partisans of trade restriction and eco
nomic isolation are men who have little 
faith in the true meaning of free enter
prise and in the great strength of an· 
energetic and adaptable America. They 
have filled the ·press with their impas
sioned statements and delivered to com..
mittees of the Congress their frightened 
warnings of the collapse that threatens 
us if we pass the bill H. R. 1 in substan-· 
tiallY its present form. 

Long hearings have been held to listen 
to these pleas and to weigh them dis-· 
passionately in the light of national in
terest. . All the evidence of experts in the 
field who did not have some private claim 
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to expound have agreed that this Nation 
needs a bold and forward-looking pro
gram of internationaJ cooperation in eco
nomic affairs. This doe.s not represent 
a giveaway of American strength; r;:tther 
it is an acceptance of the fact that we do 
not want to live alone in this world, that 
in truth we cannot, and our trade policies 
must take this into account. Our stand
ard of living, our military defense, and 
our employment depend upon access to 
foreign sources of supply and foreign 
market outlets. 

The Trade Agreements Act represents 
a minimum step in the direction of the 
kind of trade policy that is required. 
There are few who now are going to 
change their position on the measure or 
who have not been heard. Let us move 
with decision; let us put national welfare 
above narrow interests; and we shall 
have done what is within our power to 
keep America pointed toward prosperity 
and progress. Of course. any change in 
trade policy creates its problems, and 
they must be met individually in the 
interest of justice. But the best service 
that can be done any community or any 
industry is to have all America strong, 
and liberalized trade in keeping with the 
free-enterprise system is important to 
that strength. . 

I urge that the ful13-year extension of 
this act be approved. 

It is unlikely that conditions will 
change so materially in that span of 
time that annual review is required. And 
if it should be required, it would be the 
privilege of the Congress to undertake a 
review of our needs. Only a 3-year mini
mum period will give the stability to 
business arrangements that is required 
if useful trade is to develop. Having 
gone to the trouble to investigate so 
thoroughly this grave issue, and having 
prepared a program that offers hope for 
the future, the least we can do is to deter
mine a firm policy to put before the 
world and before our own trading and 
business interests for the period of the 
next 3 years. America needs a positive 
program for its foreign trade relations, 
and the Trade Agreements Act offers the 
guidance which is required. 
PROTECTION FOR THOSE AFFECTED BY NATIONAL 

TRADE POLICY 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to address myself to 
the need of some followup legislation 
to protect those who might be adversely 
affected by economic conditions created 
by our national trade policy. 

Many sectors of American agriculture 
are dependent upon selling a large. part 
of their output abroad. Between a 
quarter and a half of our entire produc
tion of cotton, corn, and wheat is ex
ported. Farm products representing 
about 30 percent of the value of farm 
marketings are highly dependent on ex
port markets. 

Other countries are anxious to buy 
more from us, but they are limited by 
their dollar earnings. Increasing the 
demand for United States exports de
pends upon increasing the supply of 
dollars abroad. The main way of doing 
this is by increasing United States im
ports. Trade is a two-way street .. The 
vast demand for American products 

abroad assures us that most dollars spent 
in other countries will come back here in 
one way or another in the form of in
creased orders for United States exports. 

Most other countries of the free world 
are a great deal more dependent on for
eign trade for their economic health 
than we are. Because of this, their fu
ture economic growth and health depend 
on whether they have sufficient oppor
tunity to expand their trade with each 
other and with us. Our tariff policies 
are a vital part of an intelligent foreign 
policy. 

I do not believe that United States 
farmers-and this includes all types of 
farmers from the cotton to the dairy 
farmer-who produce for export or who 
produce commodities that must compete 
with imports should be asked to bear the 
full cost, in regard to this production, of 
an intelligent and realistic foreign policy. 

Incidentally, other domestic and raw 
material and industrial producers should 
have this same consideration. The 
benefits of better international economic . 
cooperation accrue to all the people; 
therefore, temporary costs involved 
should be borne by all the people. This 
means that in the case of both expbrt 
and import, programs and policies should 
be established-as they have in the case 
of the International Wheat Agreement 
and the Sugar Act program-to spread 
the costs to all people instead of putting 
all of them directly on the small number 
of producers concerned. 

No United States farmer or other pro
ducer-whom we expect to remain in 
production-should be required to pro
duce for export or to -meet the competi
tion of imports at' any price less than 
full parity prices. Furthermore, no 
business enterprise, industry, or labor
ing man should suffer adverse effects 
from the enactment of this act. · 

Therefore, immediate steps should be 
taken to put into effect not only adequate 
price-support legislation for the protec
tion of the farmer, hut also legislation to 
provide assistance to communities, in
dustries, enterprises, and individuals in 
the adjustment of their productive activ
ities to the economic conditions created 
by the national trade policy. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
speak in behalf of industcy and labor in 
the Second Congressional District of 
Rhode Island--confronted with severe 
and in many cases unfair import compe
tition. 

The industries concerned principally 
are textiles, lace, costume jewelry and 
rubber products. 

Secretary of Commerce Sinclair 
Weeks, in his testimony before the Ways 
and Means Committee on January 18 
said: 

Considering that rates on most manufac
tured products range from 10 to 35 percent 
ad valorem, a 5-percent reduction in the 
existing rates means, in the case of an item 
subject to 20 percent duty, a reduction of 
only 1 percentage point ad valorem per an
num for 3 years. I am sure that a reduction 
at this ~ate over a period of 3 years could not 
work serious harm on efficiently managed 
United States industries and, if per·chance 
our generalization is ill-founded, the dam..; 
aged industry has recourse to "escape clause" 
action. 

Secretary Weeks further said: 
And in addition we have the President's 

words in his first state of the Union message 
to the effect that this objective "must not 
ignore legitimate safeguarding of domestic 
industries, agriculture, and labor standards." 
I am completely confident that in this re
spect his views have not changed. 

Apparently the President's views have 
changed, because the record shows that 
since his first state of the Union mes
sage to January 7, 1955, the President 
only approved 2 cases out of 9 recom
mended to him by the United States 
Tariff Commission for remedial action 
under the escape clause referred to by 
Mr. Weeks. One was the watch case, 
and the other, alsike clover seed. In the 
latter case the Commission's recom
mendation was accepted only in part by 
the President. 

SecretaTy Weeks also said: 
I should be the last to suggest that the 

present level of our tariffs is an important 
deterrent to imports. As a matter of fact, 
despite the remaining high tariffs on some 
prQducts, our tariffs are among the lowest in 
the world. 

Mr. Weeks is right in saying this. 
Thirty-four out of forty-two countries 
have higher average tariffs than the 
United States. This country is there
fore the eighth lowest among leading 
trading nations of the world .. 

The Secretary of Commerce made an
other significant statement: 

This is only another way of saying that we 
should continue the trade agreements legis
lation for the same reason as it was started 
in the first place-as an important export 
promotion measure. 

I think this statement needs no ex
planation~he hit the nail on the head. 

There is the argument that· is brought 
out by the proponents for the extt'msiori 
of the Trade Agreements Act that we 
must lower our tariffs further in order 
to encourage increased imports so that 
our foreign friends will obtain the neces~ 
sary dollar exchange to pay for our ex
ports. This is colloquially known as the 
dollar-gap hoax. 

The following, for what it is worth, is a 
reproduction of a news item that ap~ 
peared in the New York Times on Octo
ber 7, 1954: 

DOLLAR GAP Is LAID TO FUGITIVE CAPITAL 
PARIS, October 6.-Prof. Robert Mosse, of 

the University of Grenoble, in an article 
published in the October number of the fi
nancial magazine Banque, concludes that 
the dollar gap in Europe has become a prob.;. 
lem of fugitive capital from Europe. 

The dollar gap, says Professor Mosse, has 
been the dominant economic question in 
foreign trade for the last 10 years. It was 
originally a question of lack of dollars, owing 
to Europe's deficitary trade, and became the 
classic explanation for all Europe's ills. 

Professor Mosse says his studies show 
that though the dollar gap still persists, it 
is mainly because of the fact that Europ~an 
capital continues to take refuge in the 
United States. 

"Statistics show," he says, "that foreign 
capital in the United States that figures in 
the balance of payments amounts to $8,100,-
000,000, and that $4,100,000,000 has been con
sidered not to be regularly noted owing to 
errors and omissions. 

"It cai!, therefore, be estimated that $12 
billion or $13 billion has been invested newly 
in the United States from sources abroad. 
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By deducting capital that has been :Vith
drawn, amounting to $6 billion or $7 btllion, 
this would mean that foreign investors have 
now $6 billion to $7 billion more invested in 
the United States than they did in 1946. 

"The problem," concludes Professor Masse, 
"is in reality no longer the lack of dollars 

·abroad, but the abundance of __ dc:>llaz:El t~l!-t 
have sou~ht refuge or are exfled in the 
United States. European policy should, 
therefore, be turned toward attracting this 
capital back to the countries of origin.' ~ 

This state of affairs appears to be sub,;, 
stantiated by a study made by the Inter
national Monetary Fund dated August 
31, · 1954, entitled "The United States 
Payments Position, 1953-54." The study 
says that the outflow of gold and short
term dollar assets from the United States 
to other countries since 1951 through the 
first half of 1954 has amounted to ap
proximately $6,300,000,000. 

In my State, unemployment is mount
ing every day. Working hours are being 
reduced in some plants, others are laying 
off part of their work force, and in other 
cases plants have had to shut down. 'The 
situation is acute in the lace and jewelry 
industries-and it is caused chiefly by 
imports that are taking away the United 
States markets for these domestic prod
ucts. 

More than 60 percent of the Nation's 
lace industry is located in Rhode Island, 
giving employment to some 10,000 work
ers. The lace industry in Rhode Island 
represents a $35-million-a-year business, 
with a payroll of approximately $15 
million. These figures show how impor
tant a role the lace industry plays in 
the index of prosperity in this compara
tively small State. 

Today our lace manufacturers and 
their employees face a struggle for sur
vival against competitive imports. The 
greatest competitive factor in lace man
ufacture is wages. The machinery used 
in the worldwide lace industry is all 
made in England. Production techniques 
are generally the same. Consequently, 
when an American manufacturer pays 
$3 an hour in wages, the British manu
facturer pays 59 cents for similar work, 
and the French manufacturer pays 39 
cents, naturally the British and French 
have an almost insurmountable advan
tage. 

Foreign producers receive additional 
subsidies and encouragement for exports 
from their governments: For example, 
France rebates to her lace producers the 
social. security taxes paid in behalf of 
French workers whose products go into 
export. 

The only way to offset such a marked 
competitive advantage for foreign lace 
is through an equalizing or compensa
tory tariff. This would enable American: 
manufacturers to meet this unfair price 
competition on an equal footing. 

In 1938 and 1939 and the early part of 
1940 our industry was being extermi
nated by a tremendous influx of French 
imports, made possible by tariff reduc-· 
tions in trade agreements with France 
in 1936 and Great Britain in 1939. 

The fall of France in May 1940 iron!-· 
cally saved the industry from certain 
annihilation. 

H. R. 1 would authorize additional re
ductions. under conditions in .which the 

industry already has found itself de- will oppose any effort to eliminate them 
fenseless. · , . · from the bill. 

The only way of -meeting this com- We cannot forget, Mr. Chairman, the 
petition would be through wage cuts. tragic consequences of worldwide de
Is that what this bill is actually up to? pression which followed the shortsighted 
Wage competition is at the ·very heart protectionist policy of the Republican 
of this import trouble. _ , .... adll?-inis~ra,~ions of t~e 192'():s _and th~. ~ 
-~ Pressure on wages is the natural re- ·e nactment of the . h1gh-tanff Smoot
suit Further tariff reductions would Hawley Act of 1930. 
incr.ease this pressure. The Reci~r.ocal 'I_'r~~e Agreements 

Ninety percent of the Nation's cos- pr?g.ramth' oRngmallylt Inditi~t~dt 2t~ years 
tume jewelry industry is located in· ago m. e ooseve a m1ms ra 1on un
Rh-ode Island, providing jobs for 25,000 der gmdance of Secreta~y of ~tate Cor-

H too the workers are dell Hull, has resulted m tariff reduc-
wage earners. ere, • tions throughout the world and in un-troubled and uneasy over the threat . . . d 
th t f · fo ign competition holds -precedented mcrease m world tra e. 

a UJ:?- air re we are now at the crossroads of our 
for their. f~ture. national · trade policy. In 1953 Presi-
. The ongmal 1930 rate on costume dent Eisenhower requested that an im
Je~elry was 110 percen_t ad va~orem . . partial study of our foreign economic 
This. rate was reduced m 1~43 m the policy be undertaken. Distinguished 
Mexican Trade Agreement, smce abro-. Americans from business; labor, and 
gated, to 55 percent ad valorem. TI:e agriculture, as well as Members of the 
55 percent rate was bound at Geneva m House and senate were appointed to 
1948 under GAT!'. serve on the bipartisan Commission. 

This item-paragraph 1527 · (a) (2) This so-called Randall Commission · 
of the Tariff Act of 1930-is on the_pro- issued its report in January 1954. In · 
posed list of products to be I?-eg?tiated the area of foreign trade policy, the · 
next month with Japan Wlthm the commission recommended that the 
framework of GAT!'. . . President's powers to negotiate trade 

The only reason for havmg It on the treaties under the Reciprocal Trade 
list is for further bindin~ since it has Agreements Act be extended to 3 years 
been reduced to· the maximum 50 per- and that he be authorized to reduce ex
cent under the pres_ent trad~ agree- isting tariff rates by not more than 5 
ments act. However, ~f H. R. 1Is.passed percent a year. Adequate provisions for 
in its ?resent fo~m, It would giye the public notice and hearings procedures 
Executive authonty to reduce this rat~ for interested parties were recommended. 
further by 5 percent a year for 3 years Retention of the peril-point and escape
or by 15 percent. clause provisions was also urged. H. R. 

Imports of costume jewelry princi- 1 does much to implement the trade 
· pally from Japan have increased stead- recommendations of the Randall Com

ily since 1939. . Imports during 1939 mission. 
amounted to only $100,000, while in 1953 There can be no doubt that there are 
they amounted to $6,629,000. These_ many American workers employed in in-
figures speak for themselves. dustries which face competition from . 

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons out- foreign-made goods. On the other hand 
lined, I object to the passage of H. R. 1 many other Americans are employed in 
in its present form. · industry equally dependent on our ex-. 

H. R. 1 would delegate such complete ports to other countries of the world. 
powers to the President that he could In a minority statement on one aspect 
enter into any type of trade agreement of the Randall Commission report, David . 
he should deem expedient. J. McDonald, president of the United 

H. R. -1 is much more than a tariff or Steelworkers of America, CIO, proposed 
trade ·agreement bill. It contains provi- a program of Government assistance to 
sions that· would go far to strip Congress communities, workers, and employers In 
of its authority and responsibility to cases of injury due to tariff changes nee
regulate our foreign commerce. essary in the public interest. I am in 

This delegation of power would soon accord with legislation introduced this 
pass, under the manipulation of. the session by Representative WILLIAMS, 
Department of State, to an international Democrat, New Jersey, H. R. 229, to pro
organization, namely, GAT!' and thus vide such assistance to alleviate hard
destroy our autonomy and the respon- ships caused by trade policy adjustments. 
siveness of Congress to the voters. However, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr. that the problems created ·by expanding 
Chairman, it is my intention to supp?rt foreign trade cannot be solved by the re
H. R. 1, the J]'ade Agreements Extenswn establishment of high tariff barriers 
Act of 1955, because I am convinced that which would ultimately drive our allies 
it will serve the long-range best interests into the arms of the Soviet trade bloc; · 
of our people, our Nation, and the entire neither is the complete answer to be 
free world. found in periodic reductions in our own 

As reported, the bill retains safe- tariffs to reciprocate similar reductions 
guards in the present law-the so-called by other free nations with whom we 
peril-point and escape-clause provi- trade. 
sions-which I feel will afford protection The only positive solution lies in the 
to American workers and to American expansion of-our own economy in order 
manufacturers from the mass flooding to create enough new job opportunities 
of our markets with foreign gooc;ls pro- to absorb the growing labor force and to 
duced under lower wage levels and cor- provide the necessary goods and services 
responding lower standards of living. I for our ever-expanding population. · A 
am wholly in accord with the objectives healthy, full employment economy has 
of these safeguarding provisions and, little to fear from expanding world trade: · 
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In fact, the overall strengthening of our 
domestic economy is a necessary corol· 
lary to a liberalized trade program. 

Under the Employment Act of 1946 the. 
Federal Government is charged with the 
responsibili.ty of maintaining maximum 
employment. It was a great disappoint .. 
ment to me that the President, in his 
economic report to the Congress, failed 
to recommend policies and action neces
sary to discharge that responsibility. 

Unemployment in many industrial 
areas of this country continues to be a 
grim specter which blights the lives of 
millions of American workers and their 
families. In addition to the hardships 
inflicted, the continuing unemployment 
of well over 3 million of our potentially 
productive citizens has deprived our Na
tion of an estimated $30-$40 billion in 
gross national product in 1954 alone. 
The Republican big business fear of 
abundance has been revealed in the ill
fated hard-money policy of tha Eisen
hower administration in 1953, the 1954: 
trickledown tax philosophy granting re
lief for upper income groups, and is now 
shown again by Old Guard reactionaries 
opposing the 1955 reciprocal trade bill. 

Mr. Chairman, H. R. 1 has received the 
overwhelming support of a vast number 
of spokesmen for business, labor, farm, 
veteran, consumer, and other public
spirited groups. I would like to conclude 
my remarks by quoting witnesses from a 
few of these representative American 
groups who testified in favor of this legis
lation. 

Mr. Charles H. Percy, president of Bell 
& Howell Co., Chicago: 

I believe with the utmost conviction that 
a gradual liberalization of our fm;eign trade 
policy will help to further improve the effi
ciency of American industry, will increase 
cur productivity, lower our unit costs of pro
duction and increase our standard of living. 
At the same time, it will strengthen our allies, 
weaken our enemies, and provide a greater 
measure of security to our country. 

Mr. James B. Carey. secretary-treas
urer, Congress of Industrial Organiza
tions: 

The United States cannot pick and choose 
and deal only in the items that we need to 
import and export. Instead, the United 
States must engage in gradual, continual, 
and, in many instances, reciprocal reduction 
of the barriers to international trade. Re
ciprocal trade is essential for the mainte
nance of production in many o! our own 
basic industries and equally essential for the 
preservation of sound international relations 
with our allies. Improved economic well
being of the countries throughout the world 
is one means by which Communist aggres
sion can be stopped. Economic well-being 
and improved international trade relations 
go hand in hand. 

For these reasons we are happy to support 
H. R. 1, which will extend and continue the 
Hull reciprocal trade program. 

Statement by American Federation of 
Labor: ·. 

The American Federation of Labor does not 
endorse either the extreme position of free 
trade or the extreme position of protection. 
We believe that trade policy can prove a use
ful tool for reducing the dollar gap, for per
suading other countries to lift their trade 
restrictions, and in general for strengthening 
the economic basis of the free world. We 
believe that to achieve these objectives, this 
~untry should continue its policy of negoti-

ating tari1f adjustments, to use the Presi
dent's phrase, "on a gradual, selective, and 
reciprocal basis." The importance of the 
terms "gradual" and "selective" must be 
emphasized. • • • 

We believe that if the adjustments nego
tiated under this proposed program are, to 
use the Presid~nt's. words, "gx:adual, selective, 
and reciprocal:' they need not operate to 
curtail employment opportunities for Atlleri
can workers. 

Mr. David J. McDonald, president, 
United Steelworkers of America, CIO: 

If I had the slightest feeling that increased 
trade, particularly imports, would be in
jurious to the American workingmen, I 
would not be here today supporting a policy 
of trade liberalization. It is precisely be-. 
cause I believe that it is in the interest of 
the American workers and our people gen
erally, that I am happy to continue to sup
port a liberal trade policy at this critical 
juncture of American history. 

Statement by United States Chamber 
of Commerce: 

Through increased trade, the Nation's 
economy benefits. That is true just as much 
in world trade as it is in domestic trade. 
More goods at lower prices has been the very 
heart · of the American competitive enter
prise system, the trade-agreements program 
can contribute to the health of that system. 

By continuing the trade-agreements pro
gram, the United States can lead from 
strength-the strength of a growing, dy
namic, resilient economy. 

Mr. Charles B. Shuman, president, 
American Farm Bureau Federation: 

We are expanding our domestic markets. 
We must expand our foreign markets. 

To maintain a prosperous agriculture, we 
need export markets of around $4 billion per 
year at present prices. We have the capacity 
to supply an even larger foreign demand. 

We think our foreign economic policies 
should be · geared to these export needs. En
actment of H. R. 1 is an important step to 
ge~r up to this need. 

Mr. James S. Patton, president. 
National Farmers Union: 

Many of us produce products which have 
traditionally entered into export trade, like 
cotton, wheat, tobacco, hogs, and certain 
fruits. We know that the export market for 
these crops is important to us and that it 
depends on low trade barriers abroad, on 
prosperity and buying power in foreign 
countries, and especially on foreigners' sup
plies of dollars. We know that foreigners 
can obtain dollars chiefly by selling goods 
and services to citizens of the United States 
and that the amount they can sell depends 
in part on how much we are willing to buy. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to H. R. 1 and support the 
motion of the gentleman from New York 
to recommit the bill to the committee 
on Ways and Means. I want it under
stood that I am not a protectionist and 
I believe in a trade policy that stimulates. 
the markets of the world. In the 83d 
Congress, I voted to extend .the Trade 
Agreements Act for another year. I did 
this in the belief that a trade program 
would be developed that would meet the 
legitimate complaints of those industries 
that have been unduly injured by the 
Nation's present trade policy. Those 
complaints have not been resolved and 
the Tariff Commission in some instances 
has ignored the protests of industries 
that are slowly on the way to certain 
deatht 

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt in my 
mind as to what my particular responsi
bility is on this important matter. I have 
the obligation to speak for my constitu
ents and in their best interests. Where 
the welfare of my people is vitally con
cerned, it is incumbent upon me to pro
tect, by adequate and proper legislation, 
their health and their livelihood. I must 
do so in this instance. 

The industry of my locality is greatly 
diversified. There are thousands gain
fuily employed in the textile, chemical, 
machine tool and electrical goods indus
tries. They are vitally affected by the 
importation of foreign made goods. The 
record clearly indicates that it is becom .. 
ing increasingly difficult for these indus
tries to meet the growing competition of 
imports. The reports are saturated with 
the effect that foreign goods, cheaply 
manufactured, have upon local indus
tries. It takes no imagination to realize 
for it is already established fact that a 
domestic company paying an average of 
$1.79 an hour cannot continue to com
pete with foreign plants paying hourly 
wages of 46 cents and lower. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the outstand
ing authorities on the economy of New 
England is Mr. Seymour E. Harris. Mr. 
Harris is a professor of economics and 
a member of the graduate school of 
business administration faculty at Har
vard University, where he has taught 
for more than 30 years, in which 20 
of those years have been in inter
national economics. He was chairman 
of the New England Textile Commit
tee appointed by the conference of New 
England governors and was responsi
ble for the report on the New England 
textile industry. In his appearances be
fore the Ways and Means Committee, he 
gave an excellent summation of the prob
lems that face New England. A reading 
of his brief which appears in the com
mittee hearings details the effect that 
a lowering of tariffs would have on our 
New England economy. I am indebted 
to him for many of the facts which have 
assisted me in resolving my attitude on 
this proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, further relaxation of 
tariffs in the textile industry could very 
well be its complete undoing. Continued 
reduction of tariffs in this field cannot be 
defended when the facts disclose that,. 
if the decline in the textile industry in 
New England persists, it would disappear 
from New England within 8 years. Gov
ernment policies have increased the 
higher prices of food and raw materials 
and in like manner have depressed the 
prices of manufactured goods through 
removal of tariff restrictions. In New 
England, we are further injured by 
Treasury operations that have taken 
from our locality over $1 billion net, 
about 7 percent of its income. Under 
the accelerated amortization tax relief, 
the main competitors of New England 
profited at the expense of New England. 
Since 1919, we have lost over 200,000 jobs 
in the textile industry. No wonder we 
are c&ncerned. The question we ask is, 
Is it fair to impose additional losses on 
New England textiles in the light of the 
problems? It does no good to tell us 
that we ought to adjust to other indus
trial fields. That is one of the arguments 
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used by proponents of legislation leading 
toward tariff reductions. The geograph
ical location of New England in the 
northeast corner of the United States, 
the problem of distribution, the unwill
ingness of industrialists to establish new 
industry involving the transportation of 
bulky raw materials, all of these are fac
tors that place New England in a difficult 
position to adjust to other industries. 
And so, it is absolutely necessary to keep 
and protect what we have. We cannot 
long do this if we legislate today in a 
manner that does injury to New Eng
land. I trust that this House will vote 
to recommit this matter to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have never been, nor am I now, opposed 
to the basic principles underlying our 
trade agreements program. 

Nevertheless I am conscientiously con
strained to look upon this measure here 
today, of vague language and sweeping 
new grants of Presidential authority, 
with grave doubt and serious question 
that has, so far, not been convincingly 
1·esolved by any evidence offered by the 
proponents of the bill. 

The attempt to bring this bill before 
the House under a closed, or gag, rule 
to prevent the introduction and demo
cratic disposition of remedial and clar
ifying amendments is to be regretted. 
The limitation of two days of debate on a 
subject of such vital importance to the 
nation and the world is, in my opinion, 
an unfortunate reflection upon the inter
est and understanding of the member
ship, well intentioned as such action 
might have been. This reflection was 
vividly revealed, and the resentment 
manifested, when the closed rule pre
vailed by the very narrow margin of a 
single vote. For these reasons alone one 
would be inclined to vote against the 
measure in order to obtain the oppQr
tunity for the longer and more detailed 
discussion and consideration the subject 
merits. However, there appear to be 
much deeper grounds to question this 
bill in its present form. Certainly it 
does not completely conform with the 
sentiment expressed in the President's 
own statement on trade policy contained 
in his state of the Union message Feb
ruary 2, 1953, when he declared: 

This objective must · not ignore legitimate 
safeguarding of domestic industries, agricul
ture, and labor standards. 

Nor does it conform with the statement 
contained in the report of the Commis
sion on Foreign Economic Policy that-

American labor should not be subjected 
to unfair competition as a part of any pro
gram to expand our foreign trade. 

Even the advocates of this bill admit it 
will inevitably visit great hardships upon 
great numbers of employees and many 
industries in certain sections of the coun
try, such as New England, where textile 
manufacturing and innumerable other 
products will be hardest hit. Yet there 
are no provisions or proposals, nor are 
we permitted to offer any for adoption, 
in this measure to prevent the imposition 
of serious economic suffering upon such 
American workers and industries. 

My main objection therefore, to this 
bill before us, is that a fair and just trade 

program should not deliberately dis
criminate in favor of foreign producers 
and against American labor and manu
facturers. 

It is indeed well to help other people 
and encourage the loyalty of our allies 
but we are impelled to ask of what 
lasting benefit will that be if in the proc
ess we generate widespread deterioration 
of morale among our own wage earners 
in large sections of the country. 

Therefore a great many of us here, 
trying to conscientiously represent our 
people, very deeply feel that the tariff 
cutting features of this bill, should be 
wisely held in abeyance until, with Gov
ernment assistance, new industries are 
encouraged and developed for areas that 
would be so disastrously affected and 
proper precautions are taken to safe
guard the employment opportunities 
rightfully belonging to so many patriotic 
American working people. Toward that 
objective labor, industry and all levels of 
government should sincerely cooperate. 

It is truly not a simple or easy problem 
to solve but it is just as truly our repre
sentative responsibility to work out a fair 
trade program that will be fair to 
Americans as well as our foreign friends. 
I earnestly hope the House v:ill vote to 
recommit this bill for the sole purpose 
of writing in new provisions designed to 
prevent great hardships from falling 
upon many regional industries and work
ers, not to mention other provisions to 
retain and preserve essential defense 
resources that we can ill afford to dissi
pate in the face of threatening Commu
nist aggression. 

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. Mr. Chair
man, although I am unable to be present 
during floor debate today be·cause of my 
incarceration in the hospital, I have 
asked my whip to pair me against fur
ther extension of the reciprocal trade 
agreement program. I have done this 
only after long and serious consideration 
and much study, particularly over the 
past 2 months. I am so voting, not be
cause I do not believe in foreign trade, 
because I do, but rather because I be
lieve the reciprocal trade program as it 
is now constituted is not truly reciprocal 
nor does it tackle the heart of the prob
lem. 

I would be the first to admit, even to 
suggest, that if we are to build a strong, 
free world, we must build strong trade 
relations in it. But, I do not believe this 
bill and this program, based as they are 
on the multilateral lowering of tariffs, 
accomplishes this objective. To put it 
another way, it weakens the hand of our 
negotiators in dealing with other na
tions. It does not give them an oppor
tunity to bargain effectively. 

The way I understand that the so .. 
called reciprocal trade policy has func
tioned in the past, both under the pres
ent administration and its predecessors, 
the tariff policy of the United States has 
been considered far more as an arm of 
United States foreign policy than as a 
part of our domestic economic policy. 
It does not take into account that for
eign trade, though perhaps tremend
ously involved with foreign policy is, 
nonetheless, a part of our domestic 
economic policy and that trade decisions 
should be made first from the stand-

point of their impact upon our economy 
at home. In other words, tariff changes 
should be made only where they will not 
substantially affect our domestic econ
omy. 

Moreover, this policy does not take in
to account the limitations other than 
tariffs placed upon our exports by other 
nations; nor does it take into account 
products imported into this country on 
which there is no tariff control and on 
which some other type of protection 
must be evolved. 

Were the United States a high-tariff 
nation and were the dollar gap in inter
national finance large, I might vote to 
continue the present program. But we 
are not a high-tariff nation, compared 
with others, and the dollar gap is nar
row. 

I voted last year for a 1-year exten
sion of the reciprocal trade program be
cause I hoped that out of it would come 
a restudy on a broad economic front 
which would introduce some new an
swers to the whole trade question. I 
cast my vote today only after much soul 
searching for I not only have tremend
ous admiration and respect for Presi
dent Eisenhower and his concern for the 
welfare of our country and of the free 
world, but I also have equal admiration 
and regard for the Secretary of the 
TreasurY. the Honorable George M. 
Humphrey, whose capacity and good 
judgment I have learned to respect over 
many years. Nonetheless, I was elected 
to represent the 11th District of Ohio 
and to support my own judgment and 
convictions, and this I must do. There
fore, my vote against this bill is not a 
vote against reciprocal trade but rather 
against a program which I am unable to 
see is either reciprocal or fair to the 
American businessman or worker. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Ch~irman, the 
people of my State and of the whole 
Northwest are gravely concerned with 
several aspects of tariff legislation. I 
trust the House will give serious consid .. 
eration to our problems when it under .. 
takes to vote on the pending measure. 
I should like to say to the Members the 
same things I mentioned to them in 
March of last year. At that time I stated 
that a great number of our important 
industries and their employees are de
pendent on the production of goods and 
products which are being driven from 
the domestic market by cheap imports, 
made possible largely by low wages paid 
abroad. 

Among these are the raising of tulips, 
iris, and daffodils; the tuna and Pacific 
groundfish industries; the hardboard 
and plywood producers; the cherry 
growers; and the Northwest tree nut 
growers. And now imports of cheaply 
produced red raspberries from abroad 
are beginning to threaten red raspberry 
growers in my district. Let me read a 
letter which I have today received from 
a berry growers association in my dis .. 
trict. 

PUYALLUP, WASHINGTON, 
February 14, 1955. 

Hon. CONGRESSMAN THOR C. TOLLEFSON, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sm: We are appealing to you in behalf 

of 350 grower members in the Puget Sound 
area (Washington major raspberry producing 
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area) and 60 growers in the Snohomish 
county area. 

You may not be aware of the desperate 
situation in which the raspberry growers find 
themselves. (Eighty-five percent of the total 
production of this nutritional fruit is grown 
in the Pacific Northwest, with approximately 
sixty percent being grown in the State of 
Washington.) 

The carry-over of red raspberries is ex· 
ceptionally large. Prices are declining daily 
to a ridiculously low level-far lower than 
that at which we can produce them. 

The predicament of the raspberry industry 
is largely due to the foreign imports of proc· 
essed and frozen raspberries offered to the 
trade during harvest time at prices lower 
than Washington growers were receiving at 
the packers' platforms prior to processing 
and freezing. (The finished import product 
sold for less than the raw product in the 
States.) 

You will recall that we appealed to you in 
June, of 1954, for aid to stop the foreign im
ports of raspberries. We realize, because of 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act with
out a provision for an "escape clause", that 
nothing can be done at present to increase 
tariffs on these foreign imports to put them 
in a competitive market with our own fruit. 
. To alleviate this condition somewhat, 
would it not be possible to contact the Armed 
Services and request their purchasing rasp
berry products such as jam and fresh frozen 
whole berries? Although in the past the 
Armed Services followed this program, in re
cent years very little has been purchased. 
Jammers, at present day prices, can buy new 
Washington and Willamette varieties (which 
represent the accepted standard . for TOP 
quality) cheaper than strawberries, pears~ 
peaches, or apricots, therefore purchasing 
raspberries for the Armed Forces would be a 
good economical move. We have been in
formed that the Army is letting out a bid for 
a small quantity of raspberry jam in March. 
If the quantity could be considerably in
creased, we are sure it would greatly stimu
late the movement of our surplus commodity. 

The red raspberry is not only attractive to 
the eye and taste, but is rich in thiamin and 
vitamins A, B and C. · 

We, as growers, through promotion and 
pulllicity programs and calling upon our 
Chan1bers of Commerce for assistance, are 
doing all in our power to remedy the situa
tion. 

The industry is in a distressed condition. 
Won't you please do all within your power to 
help us? We await your reply at your earliest 
convenience. 

Very truly yours, 
PUYALLUP VALLEY 

BERRY GROWERS AsSN., 
Mrs. Norbert Alexander, Secretary. 

The thousands of people directly de .. 
pendent on these industries for their · 
livelihood face critical times unless this 
Congress faces up to its responsibilities 
and realistically revises our foreign 
trade and tariff structures to afford them 
needed protection. 

Just let me cite a few examples. 
The two States of Washington and 

Oregon are the center of the production 
of daffodils, iris, and tulips in the United 
States. In my district, alone, are grown 
some 30 million King Alfred daffodils 
annually-more than are grown in all of 
Holland. But faced with growing im .. 
ports of foreign flowers, produced at the 
low-wage rates prevailing there, the 
growers of the Northwest are facing 
b~nkruptcy. An excess of- foreign bulbs 
are being dumped on the United States 
market at prices below the cost of domes .. 
tic production. 

. As a result, in 1952 domestic growers. 
even after selling most of the crops be
low cost, were forced to destroy their un
sold surplus amounting to about 25 per
cent of all their iris and 20 percent of 
. their top-quality narcissus. 

The reason for this depression is not 
hard to find. A March 1953 report by 
the United States Tariff Commission 
showed that between 1937 and 1952 the 
import duty on narcissus bulbs from the 
Netherlands was lowered from ·$6 per 
thousand bulbs to $3, and the number of 
bulbs imported jumped from 6 million 
to more than 28 million. Likewise, be .. 
tween 1950 and 1952 the ad valorem duty 
on iris bulbs was reduced from 10 to 7¥2 
percent, and the total of bulbs increased 
from 50 million to nearly 70 million, or 
about 40 percent. 

Another important industry to the 
Northwest which is being seriously hurt 
by cheap imports is the manufacturing 
of hardboard. Six of the nine domestic 
producers of this vital national-defense 
item are located in Washington or Ore .. 
gon, and of 7 more domestic plants under 
construction under the target-expansion 
goal set by the Defense Production Ad .. 
ministration, 3 are in Washington and 3 
are in Oregon. · 

Now, at the very time that this tre
mendous Government-encouraged ex .. 
pansion of domestic hardboard capacity 
is being completed, and when current 
domestic markets are shrinking and a 
buyer market is being encountered, the 
domestic industry is facing constantly 
increasing imports of foreign hardboard 
from Sweden, Finland, and Canada. 
. Particularly the Scandinavian hard .. 
board has been coming into more and 
more ports and is being sold at lower 
and lower prices-far below the prices 
domestic producers can afford to charge. 

As a result of the reciprocal-trade 
agreements program, the United States 
duty on foreign hardboard was reduced 
from 30 percent ad valorem in 1930 to 
15 percent in 1936, and since 1947 has 
been cut to $7.25 per ton, or not less 
than 7 ¥::! percent nor more than 15 per
cent ad valorem. 

Census Bureau figures I have recently 
seen indicate that through the first 8 
months of 1953 imports of hardwood in .. 
ereased 65 percent from Canada over 
the like period of 1952, that they were 
3 times greater from Finland and 8 times 
greater from Sweden. 

These vastly increased imports have 
already had a serious impact on the 
domestic industry. One producer has 
been forced to lay off more than 350 em
ployees; another reports production cut
backs of 50 percent, and others have 
gone on 2- to 4-day workweeks or have 
cut down on shifts. 

Another industry in the forestry field 
which is of prime importance to the peo
ple of the Northwest is the manufacture 
of plywood. The industry, likewise, is 
suffering from a lack of adequate pro
tection, and plywood made in Japan, at 
wage rates drastically below those of our 
own workers, is now coming into this 
country in greater and greater volume. 

Another great and vital industry to 
the Northwest, as well as to the whole 
west coast, is the taking and processing 
of fish. This includes the taking and 

distribution of tuna, salmon, halibut, and 
otter-trawl and drag fisheries. There 
are several thousand ships and an esti
mated 20,000 or more fishermen em .. 
played directly in the taking of these fish, 
plus many thousands more who make a 
living from the processing and distribu
tion of them. 

And, yet, with imports from Japan 
and South America growing at an alarm
ing rate, these American ships will be 
driven from the seas and the American 
factories closed up unless relief is 
granted soon. 

In 1953, more tuna was imported from 
Japan than was produced domestically. 
Other import threats are comparable, 
and will continue to become more dan
gerous unless protection is granted the 
domestic producers. 

It is simply impossible for American 
fishermen or processors to compete with 
the Japanese. The average American 
fisherman, for example, in order to live 
must earn at least two times as much as 
the Japanese fisherman is paid. Cost of 
boat construction, gear, repairs, and so 
forth, are all much higher in this coun
try. Foreign competition has already 
forced a number of our fisheries. and 
processing plants out of business or com-
pelled them to greatly reduce operations. 
With many of our seacoast towns de .. 
pending on the fisherman and his earn
ings, this depression in the fishing indus
try has a far-reaching and serious effect 
on entire communities. 

The groundfish fleet in the Pacific 
Northwest has shrunk from some 250 
boats a few years ago to only about 40 . 
today, and imports have increased 1,100 
percent since 1940, from 9 million pounds 
in 1941 to 102 million pounds in 1952. 

Canadian fishermen and processors 
earn an average of 98 cents an hour, 
while their American counterparts make 
an average of $2.04 per hour. 

The industry must have immediate. 
tariff and quota protection if it is to sur
vive, and its thousands of workers . con
tinue to earn a living. 

There are many other industries, such 
as the raising of tree nuts, including 
filbert which are important to the 
Northwest, where tariff and trade poli
cies are critically hurting Americans. 

The nut industry has consistently 
sought relief from the Tariff Commission 
under existing provisions of section 22 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and 
under the countervailing duties and 
antidumping laws from the Treasury De
partment. But this relief has just as 
consistently been denied them. 
· We in the great Northwest believe 
firmly in trade and commerce among the 
nations. We will encourage it whenever 
it is fair trade and in the best interests 
of America. But we do not believe this 
Nation should deliberately follow a trade 
policy that forces American businesses 
to close and puts American citizens out 
of work; that opens up our domestic 
markets to goods produced at substand
ard wages which would be illegal in the 
United States. 

I respectfullY. urge my colleagues to 
bear these facts in mind when they vote 
on the pending measure, H. R. 1. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to determine the impact of foreign 
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trade on the Rochester, New-York, area, 
much of which lies within my district, I 
have requested the Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress to 
conduct a survey which will highlight 
the extent of exports and imports in the 
area. The survey is being directed by Dr. 
Howard s. Piquet, senior economic ana
lyst of the Library. 

In addition to questions covering the 
type and volume of business in the area, 
the questionnaire sent out in connection 
with the survey was designed to deter
mine the extent to which Rochester in
dustries rely upon raw materials from 
abroad; the extent of their imports and/ 
or exports; the degree to which their bus
iness is affected by imports; the amount 
of export business which results from 
United States foreign economic and 
military aid programs; the effect of a 
15-percent reduction in tariffs over the 
next 3 years; and, finally, the anticipated 
effect on business in the Rochester area 
of the St. Lawrence Sea way. 

The survey has not yet been com
pleted, but it has gone far enough to in
dicate certain significant factors and 
trends. 

As of February 16, 130 firms, with a 
total of 74.306 workers had responded to 
the survey. Of that total, about one
third of the firms, employing about one
fourth of the workers, have an interest 
and a stake in exports. One-fifth of the 
firms are dependent upon imported raw 
materials. Seven firms, with 2,830 
workers have no interest in imports, in
sofar as dependence on raw materials 
goes, or in exports, insofar as selling 
their products abroad is concerned, but 
foreign imports are making substantial 
inroads on their markets. 

A dozen large firms in the area have 
mixed interests in the foreign trade pro
gram: That is, they have foreign mar
kets, but they are also confronted by 
competition from imports, and thus, in 
some measure, there is a dichotomy in 
their interests. 

Finally, and perhaps most significantly, 
the preponderant number of firms--al
though they cover only a minority of the 
workers--expressed no interest in either 
imports or exports, their businesses be
ing wholly concerned with the domestic 
market. 

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Chairman, I voted 
against the reciprocal trade bill for two 
reasons. First, because I believe that 
America•s trade policies abroad should 
be determined in Telation to the cost of 
manufacture in the United States and, 
secondly, the decisions must be· made by 
the Congress as required by the specific 
provisions of the Constitution. Its re
sponsibilities cannot be shifted to a sin
gle person, not even to the President. I 
want as most Congressmen want, recip
rocal trade instead of aid with the other 
nations. But nearly half of Congress 
voted against the present bill and voted 
to send it back to committee for correc
tion. 

We want free trade among the nations 
somewhat as we have it between the var
ious States of the Union. Free trade has 
undoubtedly made a great contribution 
to the tremendous prosperity and high 
living standard enjoyed by the American 
people. The constitutional prohibition of 
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trade barriers between the States has 
benefited both business and the public. 

Our success as free traders amongst 
ourselves is proof that free trade is the 
best trade in the conduct of commerce. 
We all believe that. But before it' can be 
applied to . international trade, c.ertain 
political conditions must be present. 
These are: First, · there must be peace 
among the trading parties so that none 
is denied vital raw materials and manu
factured products. The United States 
could well have used a tariff-protected 
synthetic-rubber industry during the 
Second World War after the Japanese 
had gained complete control over most of 
the world's supply of natural rubber; 
second, there must be a common curren
cy, unrestricted in flow and not subject to 
political manipulation that stops much 
of our world trade today; and third, 
there must be a reasonably uniform wage 
and hour scale, which determines the cost 
level of all goods produced entering into 
trade. These conditions are met, of 
course, within the United States. But 
they are not met as between the nations 
of the world. Because of the grave dan
ger of war nearly all countries are build
ing up their own defense industries and 
they are protecting those industries with 
tariffs and other trade barriers against 
goods from the 'United States. Many 
nations restrict international movement 
of their currencies so that if we sell goods 
to them we cannot get paid. The fixed 
rates of exchange are frequently punitive 
in effect against us. Trade with them is 
on a one-way street. There is no uni
formity of wage and hour standards 
throughout the world and that results in 
a great variety of cost and price levels. 
As long as the foregoing conditions exist, 
free trade among the nations like that 
enjoyed among our States is impossible. 

The most objectionable feature of the 
1955 tariff legislation is the delegation of 
arbitrary, unreviewable and absolute au
thority to the President to fix tariffs. 
We do not mean President Eisenhower. 
We mean any President before or after 
him. This was the original objection in 
1934 to the first Reciprocal Trade Act. 
Prior to that time Congress had always 
:fixed tariffs. Tariffs have been consid
ered more as matters of local concern 
than of national policy. As a practical 
matter, the Congress better reflects the 
attitude of the people than the Presi
dency does because the Congress is 
closer ·to the people. Accordingly, it 
makes sense that Congress should retain 
its powers to control the tariff level. Be
sides all this, the Constitution itself pro
vides that Congress must do so. 

Reciprocal trade legislation has beel} 
on the books for 20 years. It has not 
accomplished much as an incentive to 
lowering trade barriers of foreign coun
tries as pointed out above. On the other 
hand, considerable injury has been sus
tained by American industry. Some 
firms have gone out of business such as 
the Alexander Smith Carpet Co. has 
done in Yonkers. Others are operating 
on a marginal basis, and in some cases. 
whole industries are threatened with ex
tinction. There were 10,000 skilled 
watchmakers employed in the United 
States in 1948. Today there are only 
4.000. Whole States, such as West Vir-

gm1a, where coal mmmg is the chief 
industry, are prostrate because of the 
importation of cheap residual oil. In 
New York State, the glove industry, the 
hat industry, and others are practically 
out of business. The chemical industry 
has testified that it has been hurt by 
previous tariff cuts and that any more 
may finish them off. The necessity for 
a strong domestic chemical industry was 
demonstrated in World War I. At that 
time the United States was completely 
dependent on Germany for chemical 
products, and when the war broke out, 
our only source of supply was gone. The 
pottery industry in the United States 
and in New York State is virtually ex
tinct. Since 1948, imports of China 
tableware has increased 138 percent so 
that 86 percent of all China tableware 
purchased in the United States is for
eign made. Since 1950 imports of for
eign bicycles has increased 1,300 percent 
and now absorbs more than one-third 
of the American market. 

In theory, the reciprocal trade legis
lation provides an opportunity for relief 
to these stricken industries. Under the 
law a lowered tariff may be raised if it 
is found the domestic industry is being 
severely hurt. Upon an application from 
the aggrieved industry, the Tariff Com
mission holds public hearings and then 
may report to the President with recom
mendations for relief if it finds relief is 
necessary. The President may or may 
not act as he sees fit and there is no 
appeal from his decision. This provision 
for relief is called the escape-clause pro
cedure. However, relief by this proce
dure has seldom been realized. 

Since 1948 there have been 59 applica
tions by American firms for relief. The 
Tariff Commission, the agency set up by 
Congress to act as a court in tariff dis
putes, took action on 15 of these applica
tions and made recommendations to the 
President for relief. In only five of these 
cases did the President take action to 
protect the domestic industry against in
jury from foreign competition. In the 
remaining cases, the President, acting 
on the advice of some State Department 
bureaucrat. ignored and overruled the 
recommendations of the Tariff Commis
sion. This is permitted under the past 
and present proposed law. The Presi
dent can make his decision on facts that 
were never before the Tariff Commis
sion and which the industry involved has _ 
had no chance to refute. And, as I have 
already pointed out, there is no appeal 
from the Presidential ruling. 

Now consider what that means. The 
jury, which in this case would be the 
Tariff Commission, hears the pleadings 
and the evidence and then renders a ver~ 
diet. The judge, viz the President, can 
then, on the basis of facts not presented 
to the jury, reverse the verdict and no 
appeal is permitted. This is bad law, 
bad procedure and outrageous politics 
in dealing with American industry. It is 
in utter violation of all the basic tenets 
Of Anglo-Saxon jurisprudence and of the 
concept of constitutional representative 
government. The American tradition 
prefers the wisdom and experience of 
jury verdicts instead of verdicts by a 
single judge. 
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There is another danger inherent. in 

this unprecedented procedure. Those 
who may have access to the President's 
ear through some State Department 
bureaucrat, may ignore the proceedings 
before the Tariff Commission and pres
ent their case directly to the President. 
This amounts to government by personal 
rule rather than by law. This is not in
tended to be derogatory of the present 
Presidential incumbent. My use of the 
word "President" is entirely impersonal. 

When tariffs are subject to congres
sional control; when tariff disputes are 
resolved by court procedures; and when 
American businessmen whose business 
lives are threatened, may have their day 
in court, then I shall vote for reciprocal 
trade legislation. I believe in the prin
ciple of it. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
problem to be discussed herein is simply 
whether H. R. 1 should be accepted as 
a sound measure in the national inter
est or rejected as an unsatisfactory solu
tion to world-trade problems in light of 
its effect upon the United States econ
omy. 

For practical consideration the prob
lem is divided into three basic elements: 
First, economic: What effect will the 
United States tariff policy have upon 
the economies of the free world nations? 
Second, world political: What effect will 
the United States tariff policy have upon 
the political and military unity of the 
free world nations? Third, domestic: 
What effect will United States tariff pol
icy have upon the domestic economy and 
particularly upon industries affected by 
lower tariffs and international compe
tition. 

ECONOMIC 

In terms of a long-run solution to the 
trade and payments problems of the 
world, the basic difficulty seems to be 
that of a continuing necessity for na
tions to adjust the allocation of their . 
resources. This readjustment is neces
sary in order to keep pace with the con
stant increase in world production and 
reshuffling of world trade among the 
free nations. Three separate factors 
seem to be affecting the long-run dis
tribution of national resources: 

(a) The increasing integration of in
dustries within each nation so as to gain 
the advantages of manufacturing their 
own basic raw material. Most impor
tant in underdeveloped areas although 
significant in Europe . . 

(b) The strong drive of · all the free 
nations for strength and the highest de
gree of independence possible. 

(c) The trading nations of the world 
have had a great tendency to develop 
into trading blocs with each bloc hav
ing somewhat divergent and competing 
interests and limited self-sufficiency. 

Sterling bloc, European Payments 
:Union, dollar area. 

Assuming the above facts to be sound 
and accurate we present the question of 
what effect the United States tariff pol
icy will have upon the problems con
fronting nations with regard. to trade 
and payments. The facts indicate that 
the current problems have had little 
connection with the United States tariff 
policy and therefore any change in this 
policy will have a negligible effect upon 

the important problems of international 
trade and payments. The facts from 
which this view was formed are as fol
lows: 

<a) Import tariffs are only one factor 
to be considered in judging whether or 
not the American consumer will buy 
foreign goods. 

(b) The factors of taste, technology, 
and new inventions, distance and ship
ping costs, competing price reductions 
by domestic producers as a result of im
port threat have been largely omitted 
in considering the issue. 

(c) In actual fact most evidence 
points to the fact that in the event that 
United States tariffs were completely re
moved there would be little change in 
the trade throughout the world. Dr. 
Howard S. Piquet, Senior Economic 
Specialist in the Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress, in 
his book Trade, Aid and Tariffs, ex
pressed a well-founded opinion that in 
the absence of any tariffs, imports into 
the United States would rise no more 
than $2.6 billion annually. 

We are left with the conclusion that 
most of the foreign claims that a lower
ing of United States tariffs would remedy 
all the free world's economic and balance 
of payments difficulty simply are not 
true and that arguments in favor of 
freer trade based upon this concept of 
the international economic effects of 
such trade increases forthcoming 
through tariff reductions have been 
greatly overstated. A much more sound 
theory explaining the international trade 
and payments difficulties of the free 
world can be based on the three factors 
affecting the long-run distribution of 
national resources named in this discus-
sian. 

WORLD POLICY 

The long-range United States foreign 
policy centers around one basic objec
tive--a strong domestic economy in a 
peaceful community of nations. In 
order to fully realize this objective it is 
assumed that the United States must 
have strong, economically secure allies. 
This Nation has taken the dominant role 
in postwar politics and in the establish
ment of sound prosperous economies 
among the free nations. The free na
tions of the world now look to America as 
a leader and attach greater importance 
to United States action than is justified 
by fact. This exaggerated sensitivity is 
confirmed by almoSt every foreign reac
tion to United States policy. Thus, 
through the assumptiop. of leadership in 
international affairs and through the 
natural internal economic strength of 
this country, the United States has be
come the leading actor on the free
world stage. 

Coordinating the above statements 
and consideration of H. R. 1, we present 
the question of what effect United States 
tariff policy will have upon the political 
and military unity of the free world. 

It is immediately apparent that the 
failure to accept the President's tariff 
proposal, H. R. 1, will cause violent ob
jection among the free nations of the 
world, particularly the European trading 
nations who form the bulwark of our 
Western European defense perimeter. 
In short, it is obvious that this kind of 

objection is .economically, completely un
justified, but it is nevertheless a political 
reality. It must be analyzed as a reality. 

The basic question then becomes a 
very broad one involving United States 
strategic policy. Should this Nation dis
regard the opinions of other free world 
nations because we know that the opin
ions had little basis in fact? The an
swer to this is "No". Because of the fact 
that most of our allies are keenly inter
ested in United States tariff policy and 
regard it as a primary index as to 
whether or not we intend to practice 
on the economic front what we preach on 
the political front, we must attach con
siderable importance to this phase of the 
trade problem. We must weigh the 
political realities alongside ·economic 
fact in setting forth the trade policy of 
the United States. · 

DOMESTIC 

The effect of lower tariffs upon the 
domestic economy of the United States 
has formed the battleline for both the 
proponents and opponents of H. R. 1. 
Basically, this factor in isolation from 
other considerations is an insufficient 
foundation for a final conclusion. How
ever, because of the tremendous publicity 
given this phase of the problem many 
misconceptions have been formed and 
many opinions drawn upon this factor 
alone. Those proponents of H. R. 1 who 
believe that low tariffs will act as a veri
table panacea to the domestic economy 
must ultimately face the same disil
lusionment as those friendly nations who 
have in the past made the United States 
tariff policy the whipping boy for all 
their economic problems. The various 
pressure groups who by necessity or by 
choice have selected their belief and are 
now trying to utilize every conceivable 
rationale in favor of their original opin
ion do not come to grips with the basic 
question of the effect of United States 
tariff policy upon the prosperity of the 
domestic economy. 

In general it is recognized that some 
economic gains aqcrue to a nation from 
such tariff reductions. This tends tore
duce the price to consumers of the prod
ucts imported in greater quantity and to 
increase the financial ability of foreign 
nations to buy United States produce. 
However, to put the tariff question in 
proper perspective, it should be made 
clear that the·proposed changes set forth 
in H. R. 1 will have an insignificant ben
eficial effect upon the overall national 
economy. 

In recent years exports have averaged 
approximately $15 billion and imports 
$11 billion per year which amounts to 
roughly 4.5 and 3.3 percent of the gross 
national product during the same years. 
Approximately $6 billion of the annual 
import figure enters the country free 
from duty. This means that a reduction 
in United States tariffs would affect only 
the goods. presently being imported into 
this country at an annual rate of $5 bil
lion or less than 2 percent of the gross 
national product. Reliable estimates of 
the probable increase in imports in the 
absence of any duties place the range at 
$1.2 billion to $2.6 billion. Judging from 
this estimate, the maximum effect of 
H. R. 1 upon the economy as a whole 
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would be less than 1 percent of the gross 
national product. 

The bare fact is that certain domes
tic industries have a long history of oper
ation under tariff protection while other 
industries foresee a good possibility of 
expanding their sales and profits if tar
iffs are reduced. Just how much either 
group would be damaged or helped by the 
passage of H. R. 1 is impossible to deter
mine since both sides constantly over
state their position. Nevertheless, herein 
lie the two sides of the argument. 

Objective tests show that the indus
tries which would be most affected by 
increased competition from foreign pro
ducers are the textile groups-wool and 
cotton manufacturers as well as textile 
fibers-and the machine and vehicle 
group-bicycles, autos. lawn mowers, 
sewing machines, and many types of 
other machinery. There would be a 
substantial rise in imports in the areas of 
animal fats and oils, vegetable products, 
and chemicals. 

Is it in the national interest to con
tinue tariff protection in industries where 
such protection now exists in order to 
prevent dislocation of production? This 
question must be answered on a case-by
case basis and not by a general policy as 
set forth in H. R. 1. Congressional ac
tion on this bill will merely set the trend 
for future changes. 

There is no doubt that some controls 
are essential to prevent other nations 
from pushing the burden of worldwide 
economic adjustments onto the United 
States as world productivity capacity in
creases and changing factors force are
shuffling of resources throughout the 
world. 

CONCLUSION 

The tariff question boils down to this: 
We must weigh the effects of H. R. 1 
upon, first, the free world economies; 
second, the political and military unity 
of the free · nations; and, third, the do
mestic economy and protected indus
tries. 

Absolutely nothing the United States 
might do in the way of lowering tariffs 
can solve or even substantially aid the 
economic problems of the free world. 
The first step to be taken in solving na
tional and international economic prob
lems is a realistic insight into the actual 
difficulty by the countries involved. 
There can be no successful solutions to 
the problems so long as nations refuse 
to do this. It must be stressed that. the 
role of this country should not be one of 
nurturing all the misconceptions which 
exist among the allied nations who con
tinue to use United States tariff policy 
as a "scapegoat" for their own unsolved 
economic problems. We cannot make 
our laws and justify them on the basis 
of unsound opinions voiced by friendly 
nations. 

The same basic principle of economic 
reality must be followed in coping with 
the strong foreign objections ~orthcom
ing from a United States policy to main
tain tariffs at their present level. Leg
islation such as H. R. 1 must be based 
upon and justified by full considerations 
of domestic interests. 

The full impact of further tariff re
ductions upon several of our domestic 
industries has not been stressed here. 

However, it is generally known that the 
textile, bicycle, lawnmower, and many 
other industries will be further de
pressed by a continuation of tariff re
ductions. Should we cease to protect 
these industries because of the good ac
cruing to the ~onsumer and the economy 
as a whole? The answer to· this would 
be "Yes" if such general economic bene
:fits were a probable result of a lower 
tariff policy. This is simply not the 
case. In fact, H. R. 1 will have the ef
fect of helping one small group of pro
ducers at the expense of another small 
group of producers for the general bene
fit of no one, except the latter group. 

Looking once more to the realities of 
the allover problem, it seems that a low
tariff policy has become the popular sym
bol of an economic cure-all. People and 
nations have attached themselves to this 
symbol in the hope of something better 
for themselves. The mysterious eco-· 
nomic curing power attributed to a 
lower United States tariff policy is pure 
mythology. Sooner or later all nations 
must solve their economic problems 
through their own efforts and by fac
ing up to the real problems. The time 
for this action is now and United States 
tariff policy is not the real problem. 

The rational balance in the allocation 
of traded resources between nations 
cannot be expected to happen auto
matically. There must be tariffs and 
standby measures for the protection of 
all countries from dislocations in their 
internal economies. United States tar
His are now the eighth lowest in the 
world and the facts simply do not justify 
further reduction. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SIMPSON]. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I have requested this time to 
express my approval and endorsement 
of the recommittal motion which will be 
offered in due course and upon which we 
will have a chance to vote. 

Mr. Chairman~ I listened very care
fully as our distinguished minority leader 
read a letter from the President of the 
United States, a carefully worded letter, 
a letter written after great thought un
questionably, yet a letter which in no
wise stated opposition, if you please, to 
the motion to recommit to be offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REEDJ. P suggest that the reason for 
this is that the recommittal motion, 
when it passes, will lead to bringing the 
bill back immediately for passage with 
the amendment as provided. I suggest, 
further, that inasmuch as the adminis
tration had full and complete knowledge 
of what the recommittal motion will be, 
the President, had he been fully deter
mined that the bill should not be amend
ed, would have stated so in the letter 
which he wrote and sent here. 

When this bill came before the Com
mittee on Ways and Means-and I was 
there for practically every day of the 
hearings-! repeat, when the bill came 
before the committee, it contained~ 
among other things since stricken from 
it, a proviso that the President, this man 
whom we all honor and respect, 'the bill 
then contained a provision that the 

President might in one of these recipro
cal trade agreements trade off and in 
effect abrogate or cancel the provisions 
of section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust.
ment Act; that barrier, if you please, 
that tariff which properly protects the 
farmers bf the United States as we pro
·ceed to ·conduct farming in our country 
with price supports of which I approve. 
So I say to you, there is no stigma at
tached to any proposal which removes 
from the President one of the most oner
ous and difficult jobs that a past Con
gress imposed upon a former President 
of the United States. Having made a. 
mistake some years ago in empowering 
anothe1· President, forcing upon him the 
obligation of changing a decision 
reached by a Tariff Commission-that 
in itself should be no objection to our 
subsequently correcting that error. That 
is what we are trying to do in this re
committal motion. 

Think well for a moment of your own 
congressional district. Perhaps it is a 
district wherein, as the gentleman from 
Mississippi who spoke this morning said, 
the major operation of his district is 
completely protected by an embargo, or 
because you produce some goods which 
cannot be produced elsewhere in the 
world, or perhaps has a tariff protecting 
your industry which is not among the 
thousands that will be cut in these Japa
nese negotiations ·starting next week, or 
perhaps there is some other barrier pro
tecting, generally speaking, as the gen
tleman from Louisiana said, where there 
is a quota upon the importation of the 
highly competitive products from Cuba 
with a product of that gentleman's dis
trict. Oh, it is easy for those gentle
men to come in here in the interest of 
their own constituency and advocate 
that the tariffs be cut somewhere else in 
the world. There are some Members 
here who have congressional districts 
where right today little factories in the 
textile field or oil or coal mines or the 
manufacture of bicycles or scarves or 
any one of a dozen different items-you 
know what they are-where those fac
tories have shut down or are going to 
shut down in the near future because of 
what has happened under existing law 
with respect to tariff cuts. They are 
afraid of what may happen in the im
mediate future in further cuts which 
they anticipate in the tariff.. 

Mr. Chairman, those industries-and 
you know what they are in your own 
congressional district--have come to you. 
repeatedly in past years and have said, 
''We need relief." And what have you 
told them? You have told them to go to 
the Tariff Commission and, in accord
ance with the law of the United States, 
under the escape-clause provision-per
haps you said "a clause for which I voted 
to protect you, my own neighbors in 
my own congressional district"-to go to 
the Tariff Commission and make out a 
case and prove that the injury which 
caused them to shut their plant down 
was due to tariff cuts, and they would 
get relief. 

And those people have been coming 
in here, unless there were some who
realized that perhaps no good would 
come by their coming here, for the deci
sion reached by the Tari:ff Commission 
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would be overruled by the action of the 
President. · 

Yet, acting in good faith, you advised 
them to come, and they have come to 
Washington and they have made out · 
their cases. They have hired attorneys, 
which has meant $5,000, $10,ooo; $15,000, 

-$20,000 of expense or more, to present · 
their cases to the Tariff ·Commission. 
They did the very best they could. 

They make out a case and they 
persuade the Tariff Commission-yes, 
unanimously-that the Tariff Act, by 
reason of changes in reciprocal trade 
agreements, has caused them injury or 
threatens to put them out of business. · 
T he Tariff Commission makes a recom
mendation that assistance be given to 
that industry, and then-and this is the 
unjust part of this escape clause-some 
competitor of that man, some importer, 
some man who makes his money by 
bringing goods in from abroad, goes 
around to some other agency, perhaps 
to the Department of Commerce, or in 
some way or other . he gets word to the 
President of facts which were not in 
front of the Tariff Commission and 
which may be compelling and effective 
and true and should have been and 
would have been grounds for the Tariff 
Commission to make a different decision. · 
But he brings them in, and the President, 
acting properly at that time, overrules 
the Tariff Commission's findings. Then 
the situation is that the constituent of 
the Member of Congress, having been 
told that he would have a fair hearing 
here in Washington, has not had a faii· 
hearing, because he has had no oppor
tunity whatever to reply to the word 
that came in· by the back door, if you 
please; that word that never went to 
the Tariff Commission, that word which 
influenced the President to overrule the 
Tariff Commission. 

We are undertaking to correct that. 
We are undertaking in this motion to 
recommit to provide that when your 
neighbor comes to Washington to appeal 
to the Tariff Commission for relief from 
unjust and unreasonable cuts in the 
tariff which are threatening his exist
ence-we are saying to him, "You are 
going to get a fair hearing in Wash
ington. No longer will there be a back- · 
door approach by your competitor, be
cause the Tariff Commission will be the 
sole source of the information upon 
which the decision whether to help you or 
not will rest, unless it is a national secu
rity matter. And then every one of us 
bows to the decision of the President, 
if he is willing to state that irrespective 
of the finding of the Tariff Commission, 
the Nation's security requires some action 
other than that recommended." 

That is all we are doing in this. Oh, 
there will be those who will rise and point 
out a lot of technicalities and allege that 
we are doing things that we think we 
are not doing. But, my friends, if you 
want to be able to stand up and tell any 
of your constituents that you have done 
the least little thing, one minor thing, 
anything, if you please, to help him, to 
help that unemployed worker, to help. 
the man who complains about the im
ports of any product, whatever it may be. 
If you want to provide him with the proo{ 
that you have tried to help him, you 

have got to vote for this recommittal 
motion. If you do not, you are telling him 
in effect, "We want you ·to continue un
der the same method of partial relief that 
has been followed up to date, a method 
by which your opponent can come in 
thJ:ougn t~e b~ck door and !fi~ke arg:u
ments which he should have presented 
to the Tariff Commission." 

That is what we are up against. .I urge 
respectfully that those who want to do 
right by their friends and ·neighbors back 
home support this motion. 

I was on the Randall Commission. I 
did not agree with their findings. While 
I have the chance, I should like to point 
to one suggestion they made with which 
I am not in complete disagreement. That 
is, that the escape clause and the peril
point provision-and it is printed here 
in heavy ink in their book of recom
mendation-should be retained. How
ever, the statute should be amended ex
pressly to spell out the fact that the 
President is authorized to disregard find
ings under those provisions whenever he 
finds that the national interest of the 
United States requires it; a recommenda
tion, if you please, that we spell out the 
limits of the authority within which the 
President should be able to disregard the 
findings of the Tariff Commission. They 
use the words "national interest" in this, 
and I say that "national security," the 
words used in the recommittal motion 
to be offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED], are likewise words 
which include the national interest of 
the United States. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. I wish 
to commend the distinguished gentle
man from Pennsylvania for so ably pre
senting our cause here today. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. KEARNS. Could the distin-· 
guished gentleman tell us this: Can we 
tell our constituents and our industries 
and the men who work in the plants that 
they can have the utmost faith in this 
Commission and the President, that when 
an industry is threatened in the United 
States of America they are going to have 
protection? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
President of the United States names 
the members of the Commission. All the 
witnesses will then come in before the 
Tariff Commission. Those who presently 
go around to the back door, who do not 
even go to the Tariff Commission, when 
they know they are going to be bound by 
the findings of the Tariff Commission 
will present their evidence direct to the 
Tariff Commission. 

Mr. KEARNS. I commend the gen-· 
tleman. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. l{EL.LEY of Pennsylvania. What 
benefit would this amendment have for 
the coal industry? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman for bringing that 
matter to my attention. It is a very 
.vital matter. 

In the law, where authority is pro
vided to the Tariff Commission to act 
under the escape clause, the Tariff Com
mission is permitted to make recommen
dations as to the kind of remedy it 
thinks should be given and which, if 
given, would give relief to the complain
ant or the applicant. 

Assume that the coal industry makes 
a case before the Tariff Commission so 
that the Tariff Commission wants to 
help. Then it has the authority to say, 
' 'We direct that a quota be imposed upon 
the importation of that product"
namely, residual oil, which is in the gen
tleman's mind-"which is causing the 
injury to the coal industry." 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. It is 
my impression that the Tariff Commis
sion has taken the position heretofore 
that the complaint of the coal industry 
should not be given attention because 
there is no importation of coal to com
pete with our own coal, and that oil is 
another product. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It is 
true it is another product, but it is com
petitive, and the law permits the com
petitive phase to come into the matter. 
I am sure that given the finding of facts 
by the Tariff Commission, namely, the 
injury to the coal industry as the re
sult of the importation of residual oil, 
the Tariff Commission could recommend 
the imposition of a quota. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Does 
the gentleman think it would, under the 
amendment? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
certainly would urge it. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Is it not 
true that a vote to recommit would in 
effect be a tightening up of the proce
dures under this law, while a vote against 
the bill itself would not in any way af
fect the treaties that are already in ex
istence? In fact, they go on into per
petuity. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
reciprocal trade agreements already in 
effect remain in effect irrespective of 
what we do here today. Should we ap
prove the recommittal motion, we 
would be writing into the law a pro
vision which would -apply to the tariff 
cuts already made under existing trade 
agreements. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire whether tpe gentleman from . 
New York has any further requests for 
time? 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, we have no further requests for 
time. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield . 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. MILLs] to close debate on· 
the pending bill. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I find 
myself today on the side of some very. 
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illustrious J)eople in support of the bill, 
H. R. 1, introduced by my distinguished 
friend, the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. CooPER], to carry out the trade 
program recommended to the Congress 
by President Eisenhower. I find on the 
:floor the Speaker of the House and· the 
former Speaker of the House in support 
of the program, and I always welcome 
an opportunity when I can side with 
those two gentlemen when they are 
joined together in any undertaking. I 
think it is worthy of consideration by . 
any Member of the House that these two 
very outstanding Americans who have 
served so long and so eminently in the 
House of Represen~atives a,.re joined to
gether on this i,mportant issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I hesitated to trespass · 
upon the time of the House, but after 
over 3 weeks of hearings in the Commit
tee on Ways and Means on the bill, I 
came to certain very definite conclusions 
and impressions about what we ought to 
do in this very trying time, and I wish 
my colleagues would permit me the · 
opportunity of taldng ·just enough .time 
to give you some of those impressions. 

These hearings, it is universally agreed, 
offered the committee an opportunity to 
learn fully the views of both the pro
ponents and the opponents of the legis
lation. As my colleagues on the com
mittee know, I devoted a considerable 
amount of time to hearing the testimony 
offered and I made every ef::ort to under
stand and appreciate the views of those 
who appeared before us. I feel that the 
time was well spent and that the com
mittee and this Congress have benefited 
from this review; that in ' a truly con
structive sense, it has made a contribu
tion to the legislative process. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to 
listen to 3 weeks of testimony on a piece 
of pending legislation that is of such 
considerable importance to the welfare 
of the Nation, without coming away 
with some fairly vivid impressions. I 
should like to share with you the major 
impressions that I have gained and that 
have led me to the conclusion that pas
sage of H. R. 1 without amendment is 
essential to the national interest. 

The importance of this legislation to 
the national interest was evidenced by 
the weight of testimony in support of 
the bill on the part not only of the 
Cabinet officers of the administration, 

·but also of the major public and civic 
organizations representing every sector 
of the economy. There was universal 
recognition that an expansion of foreign 
trade has been good and will continue 
to be good for employment and produc
tion, for the consumer and the taxpayer, 
and for our international relations. And 
this was not denied by most of the wit
nesses on the other side. They usually 
agreed that an expansion of trade was 
good for the country-provided their 
own industry was protected. 

The wide geographic representations 
in support of the bill gave evidence that 
these gains have been spaced across the 
economy, to the advantage of · every 
State and county. The pervasive nature 
of the ·effect of foreign trade on our 
economy was illustrated by the informa
tion we received on the relationship of 
foreign trade to other component parts 

of our gross · national product. With a 
gross national product of about $360 
billion in 1953, exports of merchandise 
alone accounted for 4.3 percent of the 
total and exports of merchandise and 
services for 5.8 percent. Now 5.8 per
cent may not by itself bulk very large. 
But compared with the other expendi
ture items that go to make up the gross 
national product and which, therefore, 
sustain employment and account for our 
high standard of living, this 5.8 percent 
is important indeed. 

We think of cash receipts from farm
ing as being crucial and they are; yet 
this element accounted for 8.6 percent. 
Residential nonfarm construction is 
often regarded as a bellweather of our 
economy, yet its percentage share was 
3.3 percent, less than the 5.8 percent 
accounted for by exports. Business pur
chases of capital equipment, another im
portant and dynamic contributor to the 
gross national product, made up 6.7 
percent. Should there be any proposaf 
to restrict or hamper the growth and 
development of any of these sectors of 
the American economy, the hue and cry 
raised would be very vigorous indeed, 
and rightly so. Yet to endanger our ex
ports is viewed in certain quarters as 
not dangerous at all. We are not talking 
about something infinitesimal. 

Five and eight-tenths percent of a 
gross national product of $360 billion is 
$20 billion and with a total employment 
of 65 million, we can conclude that close 
to four million jobs depend on this ex
port trade. In some instances, for indi-· 
vidual firms ·and enterprises, export 
trade is far more important than the 
average of 5.8 percent. One-third of our 
exports were accounted for by products 
which rely upon foreign markets for 
more than 25 percent of their sales. 
Agricultural products are important of 
course. For example, in the crop year 
1952-53 which was a year of low exports, 
we exported one-fourth of our wheat and 
one-fifth of our cotton, and over one
fifth of our tobacco. But export sales 
are no less important for the industrial 
sector of the economy. We do not often 
hear, for example, that 6 percent of our 
cotton textile production is sold abroad 
as against imports equal to. one-half of 
1 percent of production. Exports of 
synthetic fabrics are 7.1 per<~ent of total 
production, while imports were only 
one-fifth of 1 percent. Actually, 70 
percent of our total exports consist of 
manufactured goods, produced with 
highly paid American labor and with 
American capital and know-how. 

This fact aione bears· examination. 
How can we continue to sell abroad $20 
billion worth of goods and services in 
competition with lower wages abroad? 
How is it that foreigners are so anxious · 
to buy our _goods that they have not as 
yet been able to ·earn all the dollars that 
they want in order to satisfy this de
mand for . our products. The answer 
came out sharp and clear. It is because 
of our greater .Productivity, our ingenuity 
and the wealth of our resources. These 
have contributed to the amazing growth 
of our economy over the past 20 years, 
just as they have contributed to the ex
pansion and increased competitiveness 
of our exports. It was surprising to me 

to learn, as I sat and listened to the 
testimOI?-Y of the opponents of this bill, 
that almost all the industries that ap
peared in opposition to H. -R. 1 had par
ticipated in this growth. Not only that, , 
but many of them had a sizable stake in 
exports; certainly in my judgment more 
of a stake in exports than they had rea- · 
son to fear imports. The chemical in
dustry was well represented in opposi
tion to the bill, yet its total sales have 
grown by 10 perc~nt a year until they 
reached $20 billion in 1954. It exported 
$900 million of ·its products, while im
ports of chemicals were less than one
third as much. And not more than a 
fraction of these imports could be re
garded as competitive with domestic pro- . 
duction. The cotton textile industry ex
ports 6 percent of its production, above 
the national average, and exports are 10 
times the amount of imports. We were 
told by representatives of the industry 
that our domestic textile mills are the 
most efficient in the world and many o{ 
their products can compete anywhere. 
and the record proves it. · 

Our coal producers have not partici
pated in the growth of the economy in 
recent years. Since 1947, the peak year 
of bituminous coal production, demand· 
fell off by 155 million tons, of which ex
port dem.and fell by 35 million tons. Yet 
the coal industry still sold abroad in 
1953, 34 mHlion tons of coal and we were· 
told by representatives of that industry 
that American coal can outsell European 
coal in the European market, if only 
Europeans could earn enough dollars. 

The committee heard about a dozen 
representatives o( the domestic petro
leum-producing industry. They opposed 
H. R. 1 and urged the committee to im
pose a quota on crude-oil imports. Ye~ 
this is an industry which has increased 
its production from $1.3 billion in 1939 to 
$6.4 billion in 1953. Their proposal wou1d 
drastically reduce oil imports from the 
Middle East and Indonesia and create 
the gravest of problems in our relations 
with those areas. 

And then the committee heard some 
representatives of the electrical equip
ment industry express their concerri 
about foreign competition in the field of 
United States Government purchases of 
heavy electrical equipment for power
plants. This industry produced in 1954 
$17 billion, exported in 1953 $800 million, 
while imports were $35 million. In 
heavy electrical equipment, imports 
amounted to 2 percent of United States 
production. The most important recent 
Government contracts for this type of 
equipment have been awarded to United 
States manufacturers by virtue of their 
low bids. This demonstrates to me~ 
taken in the light of their export figures, 
that they are perfectly able to compete 
with foreign manufacturers if they have 
to, but if they can avoid it by opposing 
this bill they will be happy to do so. 

We also heard from the photographic 
industry. One gentleman, president of a 
very successful firm, stated he was pre
pared to accept competition from any 
quarter because he felt it was in the na
tional interest. Another gentleman, 
president of another firm, stated that 
he feared the effects of future competi
tion, yet his firm has had perhaps the 
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most phenomenal expansion in sa1es and In this l~st case, the authority that 
assets in the last 10 years in the entire remains under the 1945 act exceeds in 
industry. many instances that contained in H. R. 

By what distortions of economic logic, 1. We can conclude, therefore, that if 
we may ask, do ·the representatives of the maximum authority contained in 
these great and dynamic industries arrive H. R. 1 were used, it would represent an 
at their opposition to H. R. 1? How can increase in authority to reduce tariffs, 
they reconcile their opposition to im- as compared with the present authority, 
ports with their own important economic for perhaps only one-half of all dutiable 
interest in continued and expanded ex- imports. 
ports abroad? We can fairly conclude By giving up the authority of the pres
that this defies reason. This is nothing ent act for H. R .. l, we are substituting, 
but fear. Time and time again we in effect, the ability t0 make-selective re
learned, through inquiry, that it was not ductions in duties on commodities which 
the present which troubled them but it can bear these reductions. Moreover,' 
was only the future they feared. And in we are providing that these reductions 
many cases, it was this same fear that take place gradually over a period of 
prompted their opposition to the trade- 3 years. Retained also in the bill are the 
agreements program throughout its long peril-point and the escape-clause provi
and successful history. sions which, before the fact of a tariff re-

Can we ·assume that these people are duction, as well as after, afford a re
better prophets today than they have straint on the extent of that reduction. 
been over the past 20 years? Can we We must conclude that, by any test, this 
afford to make legislation of such im- is minimum legislation which would 
portance to the Nation on the basis of mark modest progress along a well-tread 
the unreasoned timidity of a few? Can path. 
we safely undercut and circumscribe this The fact that this bill contains ade
modest bill by making exceptions for quate safeguard.s needs emphasis. I have 
each and every commodity that alleges given this matter much thought. I am 
fear of future injury? convinced that the peril-point and the 

we cannot. we dare not do that if escape-clause provisions of law are ade
we· seek to serve the interest of the Na- quate as they now stand. We have in 
tion. And I would add that neither operation today machinery to implement 
would it be serving the real interest of. both these provisions; machinery which 
those who oppose the legislation. provides an opportunity for the careful 

Mr. Chairman, I resent as an affront review of all issues and the interests of 
to commonsense the proposition that all parties. In the crucial area of safe
imports are bad. Aside from the fact guarding our defense-essential indus
that the simple arithmetic of foreign tries, I am satisfied that the so-called 
trade tells us that we cannot export if Symington amendment to the Trade 
we do not import, we must recognize Agreements Extension Act of 1954 ex
that imports themselves are employment presses clearly the intent of the Congress 
creating and add to our standard of liv- in this vital area. We must recognize 
ing. The bulk of our imports, I should that the responsibility for administering 
say 80 percent, enter this country in raw our national defense programs resides in 
or semifinished form. A large part of the Executive, and that, accordingly, the 
their final value is added by American national defense aspects of our foreign
industry here at home. This sustains trade policy will be given due considera-

1 t d Its tion. We certainly have no reason to 
production and emp oymen an resu assume that this has not been the case 
in a flow · of cheaper goods to the con-
sumer. in the past or that it will not be the case 

What we are concerned with in this in the future. But there is a larger and broader prob-
legislation are the imports that now en- lem of national security bound up in the 
ter the United States over the duty. Out 
of a total of merchandise imports of $11 passage of H. R. 1. That is the oontribu-

. tion that can be made to the growing 
billion in 1953, there were almost $5 bil- strength and solidarity of the free-world 
lion of dutiable imports. We are con- community. Not the least important of 
cerned with $5 billion of imports com- the considerations that fall under this 
pared to a gross national product of 
$360 billion. For these imports, it is heading is the -need for expanded trade 

d · H R 1 th t th uthor·t within the free world as an alternative propose In . . a e a 1 y 
be given to reduce duties by 15 percent to the expansion of trade with the Soviet 

bloc. . Passage of H. R. 1 would serve an 
over a 3-year period, that duties be re- essential need, therefore, of our foreign 
duced by a maximum of 50 percent where policy. 
there are no imports or imports are 
negligible, and that those duties which By failing to enact this legislation or 

by seeking to amend it we would be run
exceed 50 percent ad valorem can be re- ning the risk of undercutting our bi-
duced to 50 percent ad valorem. This is partisan foreign policy. This is the real 
very modest authority. issue of national security involved in this 

Compared to the authority of the 1945 legislation. 
act which permitted a maximum reduc- Mr. Chairman, we have made in the 
tion of duties by 50 percent, H. R. 1 is postwa;r period a substantial investment 
indeed moderate. In the case of about in the economic strength and milit~ry 
<me-third of all dutiable imports, the 50- security of the free world. The $32 bil
percent authority has been exhausted. lion of economic aid alone that we have 
In the case of another one-third, it has given our friends and allies has been 
not been used ·at all. For the remain- described by Sir Winston Churchill as 
ing third, something less than the full "'the most unsordid act in human his-
50-percent authority has been used. · tory." We can begin to secure, for O~l' 

benefit, the good returns on that invest
ment by enacting the legjslation that is 
now before us. . 

Mr. Chairman, a fair question is-has 
anyone proved a case against enactment 
of this bill? The record will indicate 
that none. has . . 

During the hearings I heard testimony 
from some of the great industries of the 
country talking about what would hap
pen to them under this program. For 12 
years, my friends, I have heard the same 
argument time and time again by the 
opponents of the bill. All of those indus
tries, without exception, have enjoyed a 
growth under this program, almost with
out exception. They have all enjoyed a 
part of this export trade. 

I heard the textile people say, "We are 
fearful of what will happen in the future 
to the textile industry." I heard them 
say it 12 years ago. I heard the chemical 
industry, which is enjoying a ratio of 
3 to 1, exports as against imports, say 
to the committee, "We are fearful of 
what will happen in the future." I heard 
them make the same statements 12 years 
ago. Yes. We heard the oil people talk 
about what is happening to them, an 
industry that has grown from $1,500,000-
000 in 1939 to in excess of $6 billion in 
1954. During all these years we have 
all heard that over and over again . . Then 
we heard the coal people tell us, "If you 
will put a quota on the importation of 
residual oil, and deprive the people on 
the Atlantic Coast of enough residual oil 
to permit us to produce 11 million more 
tons of coal, it will go a long way toward 
a solution of the problems which we 
have." 

I ask my friends from the coal indus
try who have seen, as I have already 
pointed out, the consumption of coal 
drop since 1947 by 155 million tons, 35 
million of it in losses on exports, if that 
is all they have to hold out as a ray of 
hope to the people involved in this great 
industry. It is not all the hope that I 
have in mind for them. The great thing 
that · the coal industry wants today to 
restore itself. is an increase in exportation 
of coal. That is what you need. Are you 
going to get it by opposing this legisla
tion? Are you going to get it in this 
amendment that will be offered in a 
motion to recommit? I have been told 
that the coal industry has not found a 
way to go to the Tariff Commission to 
make a case under the escape clause. I · 
have been told that by people in the coal 
industry. The only thing you could put 
in this bill that would have done one 
scintilla of good, if even that, would have 
been an import quota on residual oil, and 
that is not in the motion to recommit 
with instructions that will be made by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REEDL What would have happened to 
the oil industry, according to your own 
statement? Nothing but a quota on the 
importation of crude oil, but there is 
nothing in the amendment 'that will be 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
that would permit the unposition of 
.quotas. The Department of Defense has 
always said that the importation of 
-crude · oil is necessary in the national 
interest. 
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Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLS. I yield. 
Mr. SIMPSON-of Pennsylvania. Is it 

not true that the Tariff Commission 
could have recommended a quota on the 
importation of oil, if it saw fit to do so? 

Mr. MILLS. Exactly. But you say in 
your motion that the President does not 
have to follow the Tariff Commission 
when the national security is involved. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield. 
Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. You 

spoke about erude oil. 
Mr. MILLS. I was talking about 

both. 
Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Crude . 

oil is dumped on the eastern shore~ 
Mr. MILLS. The gentleman means 

1·esidual oil? 
Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. I 

mean residual oil. 
Mr. MILLS. I have spoken of resid

ual oil. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will· the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLS. I yield. 
Mr. GAVIN. Certainly the gentleman 

knows that in our defense it is necessary 
to maintain the production that we now 
have and build up tremendous reserves 
so that in event we did get into an 
emergency as we are now, we would
have a reserve. You are permitting the 
importation of 1,200,000 barrels a day 
and killing the incentive of the inde
pendent producers to go out and find 
new reserves of oil, so that if we get 
into an emergency where we are cut off 
from South America and Iran, where 
would we get the oil to fight a war? 

Mr. MILLS. I understand the gen
tleman's position. 
. Friends of mine in the oil industry 

have all in the last several years assured 
me that our reserves of oil in the United 
States have grown, that they are not 
declining. 

Let me get down to a specific discus
sion of this question in our committee 
if I may. The gentleman from Pennsyl
vania, I think, left the impression, or 
tried to, with the membership of the 
House that the President himself was 
not opposed to this motion to recommit 
today. I ask my friend the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the minority lead
er, this question: If in his knowledge 
the President of the United States is for 
or against this motion to recommit? 
Would the gentleman answer my ques
tion? 

Mr. MARTIN. The letter stated that 
the President is in favor of H. R. 1 as it 
came out of the committee. I · have no 
direct knowledge as far as the motion to 
recommit is concerned, but from all the 
information I get, he is opposed to the 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentler:pan from 
Massachusetts read a letter dated yes· 
terday. 

Mr. MARTIN. Yes. 
Mr. MILLS. That was before the de· 

bate reflected that ·there was a specific 
motion to recommit and the President 
could not have known of it at the time 
he dictated the letter. 

Mr. MARTIN. I think iri all honesty 
to the Members of the House it can· 
safely be said that he is opposed to the 
motion. 

Mr. MILLS. I think the gentleman 
is entitled to speak for the President on·· 
any matter, and I take his view that the 
President is opposed to it. 

Let us look now brie:fiy at the argu
ment of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania, because he did not believe it was 
a mistake to give a former President of 
the United States discretion in remov
ing these concessions under the escape 
clause provision. He voted for such at 
the time it was offered here, he voted 
to allow a Democratic President, mind · 
you, to have discretion. · Whether or not 
he would follow the recommendation of 
the President of the United States, the 
gentleman voted for it. Today the gen
tleman says that I cannot--and if I 
misquote the substance of the gentle
man's statement I apologize-the gen
tleman in effect said today: "I cannot 
bring myself to believe that it is safe 
to turn over to the President of the 
United States responsibility for decid
ing whether or not the concession in· 
a trade agreement shall remain in effect 
or be removed; I want that responsi
bility turned over completely to some. 
commissioners who are not elected by 
the people of the United States. I want 
to turn it ov.er to some people who are 
appointed to office." 
· I daresay. that there is not a Member 

of the House who can get . o.n his feet 
today and gi-ve tbe name and let alone 
the . background .of the 6 members of 
the Tariff Commission, or even .3 or 4 of 
them, who are now serving. What is 
so sacrosanct about the Tariff Commis
sion as compared to the man who occu
pies the highest position not only in the 
land but the highest responsible office 
within the gift of man in the world to
day? I certainly do not mean to imply 
that we do not have capable men on 
the Commission. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman. Have I misquoted his position? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
hope everyone will listen exceedingly 
carefully as to what I said a bit ago. 
I said that there was a back-door ap
proach, namely, that complainants 
would not go and testify before the Com
mission but would go to other depart
ments of government and get their case 
in where the complainant had no· op
portunity to object or to repeat their 
statement. 

I say that every one of those words 
was used. This amendment was 
brought to our attention and was made 
by the gentleman who now objects to 
it. 

Mr. MILLS. Wait a minute. Now, 
the gentleman knows I did propose an 
amendment in committee; and the im
pression has been spread around over 
the House that my amendment was the 
same as now being proposed by Mr. 
REED. I will read my amendment so 
everybody can hear. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
amendment' to· which reference has been 

made was considered in the committee 
and the vote was 12 to 12. 
- Mr. MILLS. · I will read it if . he has 
not a copy and ask if it is ih any respect 
like that in the motion of the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SIMPSON of-Pennsylvania. I was 
referring to the gentleman's argument. 
I did not use the words that were read 
out. 

Mr. MILLS. Let me read the amend
ment. There has been some doubt ex
pressed about it. This is the sum and 
substance of it: 

The findings and conclusions of a majority. 
of the Commission respecting. injury shall• 
be given the fullest consideration. by the. 
President in making his determination .. 

What are you doing in your motion? 
You are telling the President that his 
judgment shall not prevail, you are tell
ing the President only at a time when 
the national security is involved you will 
rely upon his judgment. Any other time 
it has got to be that of the Tariff Com
mission. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MAsON] let the cat out of the bag. He 
said that you could trust the President 
of the United States in military affairs. 
Is that the prevailing thought behind 
this motion? I hope it is not. I have 
greater confidence in any man who oc
cupies the White House than to say that 
in some things I will trust him but in 
other things I prefer to trust somebody 
I may not even know, whose background 
and qualifications I may· know nothing 
about. 
·· Yes, Mr. Chairman, we will make a 
grievous mistake. We do not just affect 
this program as it relates to the future 
if we adopt this motion to recommit. 
What the gentleman from New York is 
doing by his motion is to strike the heart 
and the core out of everything that has 
been accomplished under present agree
ments. I say to you advisedly that I 
would much prefer to have no extension 
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
at all than to give the authority which 
they propose in this motion to recommit 
to hit at everything that has been done 
to now. This would undo our present 
agreements. Do not be misled, those of 
you who have come into the Congress for 
the first time, this is not a new fight. 
These fears are not newly expressed. 
Let me leave this thought with you, 
whether or not you want to look to the 
fears of something that might happen 
or do you want to look to the fears of 
doing some irreparable injury to our na
tional interest itself at a time when the 
President has said he can cut down on 
some phases of our Armed Forces be· 
cause vie intend to emphasize the eco":" 
nomic aspects of this fight in the cold 
war. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. What 
would the gentleman do to help the un
employed or the industries which are 
suffering back in his own State? What 
will he tell them? 
: Mr. MILLS. I hope the gentleman ·is 

not going to take a position that you can 



1794 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 18 
help somebody who is unemployed by 
making somebody else unemployed 
through the elimination of the oppor
tunity of exporting the surplus products 
that come from the farms and the fac
tories of the United States, and I call 
your attention to the fact that 70 per
cent of all that was exported in 1954 
came from our factories. It did not all 
come from the farms. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. Under the rule the bill is con
sidered as having been read for amend
ment. No amendments are in order to 
the bill except amendments offered by 
direction of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I de
sire to announce that there will be no 
committee amendments other than 
those appearing in the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the first committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 3, line 7, after the word "Provided", 

strike out the balance of the line down to 
and including the word "paragraph" in line 
8 and insert "That." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 3, line 11, insert "Provi ded further, 

That the enactment of the Trade Agree
ments Extension Act of 1955 shall not be 
construed to determine or indicate the ap
proval or disapproval by the Congress of 
organizational provisions of any foreign 
trade agreement entered into under this 
section." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 4, line 20, strike out "not being" and 

insert "normally not." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 4, line 21, strike out the word "being" 

and insert: "normally." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 4, line 24, after the period insert 

''This clause shall not apply with respect to 
any article unless it is identified in the list 
required by section 3 (a) of the Trade Agree
ments Extension Act of 1951, as amended 
(19 U. S. C., sec. 1360 (a)), for possible con
sideration as an article which is normally 
not imported into the United States or is 
normally imported into the United States 
in negligible quantities." 

The committee amendment was agreed. 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 8, line 23, strike out the word 

"may" and insert "shall, as soon as practi
cable." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 11, line 3, after the word "intention", 

insert "to negotiate." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
· P a ge 11, strike out all of line 25 down to 

and including all of line 7 on page 13. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

·The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BoLLING, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 1) to extend the authority of the 
President to enter into trade agreements 
under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, and for other pur
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 142, 
he reported the bill back to the House 
with sundry amendments adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. REED of New York. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. REED of New York moves to recommit 

the bill H. R. 1 to the Committee on Ways 
and Means with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendments: 

Page 11, line 21, after "SEc. 4.", insert 
"(a)." 

P age 11, after line 24, insert: 
"(b) The second sentence of subsection 

(c) of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Ex
tension Act of 19·51, as amended ( 19 U. S. C., 
sec. 1364 (c) ) , is hereby · amended to read 
as follows: 'If, as a result of investigations 
and hearings, a majority of the commis
sioners voting find that a product on which 
a concession has been granted is (as a re
sult, in whole or in part, of the duty or other 
customs treatment reflecting such conces
sion) being imported in such increased 
quantities (either actual or relative) as to 
cause or threaten serious injury to the do
mestic industry producing like or competi
tive products, such finding shall be final and 
conclusive and the President shall take ac
tion to prevent or remedy such injury unless 
he determines that the national security 
requires that no such action be taken. If 
the President does not, within 60 days, take 
the action referred to in the first sentence 
of this subsection, he shall immediately sub
mit a report to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House and to the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate stating why he 
has not made such adjustments or modi1ica
tions, or imposed such quotas'." 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. ' 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 199, nays 206, not voting 30, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Alexander 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Andersen, 

H . Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
A uchincloss 
Bailey 
Baker 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bennett, Mich. 
Berry 
Betts 
Blitch 
Boland 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bray 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Budge 
Burdick 
Burnside 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chenoweth 
Chudoff 
Colmer 
Coon 
Corbett 
Cretella 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Utah 

· Devereux 
Dies 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Durham 
Edmondson 
Ellsworth 

Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Allen, Ill. 
Anfuso 
Arengs 
Ashley 
Avery 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Bass, N.H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bennett, Fla. 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Bolton, 

FrancesP. 
Bonner 
Bowler 
Boy kin 
Boyle 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Buckley 

[Roll No. 11] 
YEAB-199 

Engle 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fino 
Fisher 
Fjare 
Flood 
Flynt 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Forrester 
Gavin 

· Gentry 
Granahan 
Gray 
Green, Pa. 
Gross 
Gubser 
Gwinn 
Hale 
Haley 
Hand 
Harvey 
Hays, Ohio 
Henderson 
Hiestand 
Hill 
Hoffman, Ill. 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Hyde 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Jones, N.C. 
Kearney 
Kearns 
Kee 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kilday 
Knox 
Laird 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanhain 
Latham 
Lipscomb 
McConnell 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
Mcintire 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Mack, Wash. 
Mason 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Miller, N.Y. 
Mollohan 
Morgan 
Mumma 
Nelson 
Nicholson 

NAYB-206 
Burleson 
Cannon 
Celler 
Chase 
Chatham 
Chelf 
Chiper:field 
Christopher 
Church 
Clark 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Coudert 
Cramer 
Crumpacker 
Cunningham 
Dague 
Davidson 
Deane 
Delaney 
Denton 
Derounian 
Dlngell 
Dollinger 
Donovan 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Doyle 
Elliott 

O'Brien, N.Y. 
O 'Hara, Minn. 
O 'Konski 
Osmers 
Patterson 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Phillips 
Pilcher 
Poff 
Prouty 
Quigley 
Ray 
Reece, Tenn. 
Reed, Ill. 
Reed, N.Y. 
Rees, Kans. 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Richards 
R iehlman 
R ivers 
Robeson, Va. 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rutherford 
Sadlak 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
S ikes 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Kans. 
Staggers 
Taber 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, 

Mich. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Tollefson 
Tuck 
Tum.ulty 
Utt 
VanPelt 
VanZandt 
Vursell 
Walter 
Wickersham 
Widnall 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Willis 
Wilson, Calif. 
Withrow 
Wolverton 
Wright 

Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fine 
Ford 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frellnghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Gamble 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gordon 
Grant 
Green, Oreg. 
Gregory 
Griffiths 
Hagen 
Halleck 
Harden 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Nebr. 
Harrison, Va. 
Hays, Ark. 
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Hayworth 
Herlong 
Heselton 
Hillings 
Hinshaw 
Hoeven 
Holifield 
Holmes 
Holt 
Holtzman 
Hope 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Ikard 
Johnson, Wis. 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten 
Kean 
Keating 
Kelly, N.Y. 
Keogh 
Kilburn 
Kilgore 
King, C'allf. 
King, Pa. 
Kirwan 
Klein 
Knutson 
Krueger 
Lankford 
LeCompte 
Lesinski 
Long 
Lovre 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McDowell 
McM1llan 
Machrowtcz 
Mack, Ill. 

Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Mailliard 
Marshall 
Martin 
Matthews 
Miller, Call!. 
Miller, Md. 
Miller, Nebr. 
Mills 
Minshall 
Morano 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murray, Ill. 
Murray, Tenn. 
Natcher 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien, Til. 
O,Hara, Ill. 
O'Neill 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patman 
Pelly 
Pillion 
Poage 
Polk 
Powell 
Preston 
Price 
Priest 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Roberts 

Robsion, Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
St. George 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Sheehan 
Sheppard 
Simpson, Ill. 
Sisk 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Sullivan 
Teague, Calif. 
Thomas 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Udall 
Vanik 
Vel de 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Wainright 
Watts 
Weaver 
Westland 
Wharton 
Whitten 
Wier 
Williams, N.J. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Yates 
Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenka 

NOT VOTING-29 
Bentley 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dempsey 
Diggs 
Eberharter 

George Riley 
Hebert Shelley 
Hess Short 
Hoffman, Mich. Siler 
Jackson Smith, Wis. 
Johnson, Calif. Spence 
Judd Steed 
Kluczynskl Talle 
McGregor Wolcott 
Radwan Young 

So the motion to recommit was .re
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Hebert against. 
Mr. Steed for, with Mr. Spence against. 
Mr. Dempsey for, with Mr. Shelley against. 
Mr. Short for, with Mr. Judd against. 
Mr. Cole for, with Mr. Kluczynski against. 
Mr. Johnson of California for, with Mr. 

Bentley agafnst. · 
Mr. Riley for, with Mr. Dawson of Illinois 

against. 
Mr. Hoffman of Michigan for, with Mr. 

Diggs against. 
Mr. Oliver P. Bolton for, with Mr. Jackson 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Siler. 
Mr. Eberharter with Mr. Wolcott. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE, MR. VELDE, and 
Mr. HOLT changed their vote from "yea" 
to "nay." 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak
er, by misunderstanding, when the name 
of Mr. PRIEST was called, thinking it was 
my name I answered "yea." His name 
was called on the second rollcall. There 
is a possibility that my response was re
corded after Mr. QuiGLEY's, and I wish 
just to ·call the attention of the Clerk to 
that possibility. 

I voted "yea. •• 
The result of the vote was announced 

as abo•1e recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, on ·that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 295, nays 110, not voting 29, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bass, N.H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bates 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bennett, Fla. 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Bolton, 

FrancesP • . 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bowler 
Boy kin 
Boyle 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cannon 
carlyle 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chase 
Chatham 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Christopher 
C'hudoff 
Church 
Clark 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cooper 
corbett 
coudert 
Cramer 
Crumpacker 
Cunningham 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dague 
Davidson 
Deane 
Delaney 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Dies 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dollinger 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Donovan 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Ellsworth 
Engle 

_[Roll No. 12] 
YEA&-295 

Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fernandez 
Fine · 
Fino 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
G'amble 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
G'ordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Gregory 
G'riffiths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Haley 
Halleck 
Harden 
I:Iardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Nebr. 
Harrison, Va. 
Hays, Ark. 
Hayworth 
Herlong 
Heselton 
Hiestand 
Hill 
Hillings 
Hinshaw 
Hoeven 
Hoffman, l;ll. 
Holifield 
Holmes 
Holt 
Holtzman 
Hope 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Hyde 
Ikard 
James 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson, Wis. 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten 
Kean 
Keating 
Kelly, N. ~. 
Keogh 
Kilburn 
Kilgore 
King, Calif. 
King,Pa. 
Kirwan 
Klein 
Knutson 
Krueger 
Landrum 
Lankford 
Latham 
LeCompte 
Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
Long 
Lovre 
McC'arthy 
McConnell 
McCormack 
McDonough 
McDowell 
McVey 
Machrowicz 
Mack, Ill. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Mailliard 

Marshall 
Martin 
Matthews 
Meader 
Merrow 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Md. 
Miller, Nebr. 
Mills 
Minshall 
Morano -
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Mumma. 
Murray, Til. 
Murray, Tenn. 
Natcher 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Neill 
Ostertag . 
Passman 
Patman 
Pelly 
Pfost 
Pilcher 
Pillion 
Poage 
Polk 
Powell 
Preston 
Price 
Priest 
Quigley 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Rees, Kans. 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes, Pa.. 
Richards 
Riehlma.n 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rodino · 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Selden 
Sheehan 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sikes 
Simpson, Til. 
Sisk 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Sullivan 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson, La.. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Udall 
Vanik 
Velde 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Wainwright 
Walter 
Watts 
Weaver 
Westland 
Wharton 
Whitten 

Wickersham 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, Miss. 

Adair 
Alexander 

AW.eb~~~· 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Ashmore 
Bailey 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Bennett, Mich. 
Berry 
Betts 
Boland 
Bow 
Bray 
Brown, Ohio 
Budge 
Burnside 
Bush 
Byrd 
canfield 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
C'oon 
Cretella 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Utah 
Donohue 
Dorn, S.C. 
Fenton 
Fisher 
Fjare 
Flood 
Flynt 
Fogarty 

Williams, N. J. 
Willis 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Wright 

NAY&-110 
Forand 
Gavin 
Gentry 
Gray 
Gross 
Gwinn 
Hale 
Hand 
Harvey 
Hays, Ohio 
Henderson 
Jenkins 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Jones,N. C. 
Kearney 
Kearns 
Kee 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kilday 
Knox 
Laird 
Lane 
Lanh'Rm 
McCulloch 
Mcintire 
McMillan 
Macdonald 
Mack, Wash. 
Mason 
Metcalf 
Miller, N.Y. 
Mollohan 
Morgan 
Nelson 
Nicholson 
O'Brien, N.Y. 

Yates 
Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 

O'Hara, Minn. 
O'Konski 
Osmers 
Patterson 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Phillips 
Poff 
Ray 
Reece, Tenn. 
Reed, Ill. 
Reed, N.Y. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Sieminski 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Kans. 
Staggers 
Taber 
Taylor 
Thompson, 

Mich. 
Tollefson 
Tumulty 
Utt 
VanPelt 
VanZandt 
Vursell 
Williams, N.Y. 
Wilson, Cali!. 
Withrow 
Wolverton 

NOT VOTING-29 
Bentley Hebert Riley 
Bolton, Hess Shelley 

Oliver P. Hoffman, Mich. Short 
Clevenger Jackson Siler 
Cole Johnson, Calif. Smith, Wis. 
Davis, Tenn. Judd Spence 
Dawson, Ill. Kluczynski Steed 
Dempsey McGregor Talle 
Eberharter Prouty Wolcott 
George Radwan Young 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Hebert for, with Mr. Hess against. 
Mr. Judd for, with Mr. Short against. 
Mr. Prouty for, with Mr. Johnson of Cali

fornia against. 
Mr. Jackson for, with Mr. Hoffman o! 

Michigan against. 
Mr. Dempsey for, with Mr. Riley against. 
Mr. Kluczynski for, with Mr. Cole against. 
Mr. Dawson of Illinois for, with Mr. Oliver 

P. Bolton against. 
Mr. Shelley for, with Mr. Siler against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Spence with Mr. Bentley. 
Mr. Steed with Mr. Wolcott. 
Mr. Eberharter with Mr. McGregor. 
Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. George. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
·the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO REVISE AND 
EXTEND REMARKS 

Mr. COOPER. - Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who spoke on the bill just passed may 
have permission to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

There was no objection. 
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GE)NERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members de
siring to do so may have 5 legislative 
days within which to extend their re
marks on the bill H. R. 1. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO TUESDAY 
NEXT AND LEGISLATIVE PRO
GRAM FOR NEXT WE~ 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Tuesday next. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, and I will not 
object, will the gentleman please inform 
the House a.s to the legislative program 
for next week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will be very 
happy to do so. 

Of course, there will be no session on 
Monday next if the unanimous-consent 
request is granted. 
· On Tuesday, which is George Wash

ington's birthday, the Farewell Address 
will be read, and there will be no legis
lative business on that day. · 

On Wednesday, we wili take up the 
bill, H. R. 3952, the cotton-acreag·e al
lotment bill, and H. R. 2581, a . bill pro::. 
viding for the construction of aeronau
tical research facilities. It is understood 
that if there is a rollcall in connection 
with either one of. those bills, whether 
on recommittal, which I do not expect, 
or on the passage, such rollcall will go 
over until Thursday. The leadership 
has an agreement to that effect. 

On Thursday, we will take up the bill 
H. R. 4048, the Federal Voting Assistance 
Act of 1955, and there is the understand
ing that any rollcall, of course, will be 
had on Thursday. 

There are several committee investi
gations and resolutions which have been 
:reported out of the·committee on Rules, 
which will be taken up not before 
Wednesday, and other resolutions may 
be reported between now and that time. 

Mr. ARENDS. I thank the gentle
man and withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, resel'V
ing the right to object, I regret exceed
ingly having been so busily engaged 
here on the bill which has just been 
passed by the House that I have not had 
time to confer with the Speaker, or with 
the leadership, but I hope that consid
eration might be given sometime next 
week to the bill for the extension of 
certain existing excise, present corpo
rate tax rates in the event that action 
can be taken and it can be ready for 
consideration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course with 
that notice, next week is so scheduled 
that the bill could be considered if it 
comes out of committee, but I want it 
distinctly understood that there will be 
no legislation before Wednesday and 
that if there is any rollcall in connection 

with legislation that is considered on 
that day it will go over until Thursday. 

Mr. ARENDS. Then it is possible that 
the bill referred to by the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER] could he 
considered on Thursday or Friday of 
next week. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
object to that unless the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. REED] is consulted. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman, 
of course, will recognize that the gentle
man from Tennessee is just giving me 
information. 

Mr. COOPER. I am just trying to 
give notice that something may possibly 
come along about taxes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from ·Massachusetts is glad to get the 
information. There is nothing that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has an
nounced that will be inconsistent with 
the bills coming up next week. 

Mr. JENKINS. All I am trying to do 
is to protect our committee and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. REED], who 
has not been consulted. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The committee 
is thoroughly protected. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield. 
Mr. REED of New York. This bill is 

a matter of considerable importance. 
It is essential in extending excise taxes 
to do it as quickly as possible before peo
ple go on a buyers' strike. So I think 
it is very important. · 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman's 
committee has a meeting on Monday. 

Mr. REED of New York. That is 
right. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Tuesday is Wash
ington's Birthday. The gentleman 
would not be ready to bring it up before 
Thursday. anyway. 

Mr. REED of New York. Of course, 
I cannot say what will happen now. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I knew, of course, 
that excise taxes were expiring, but I 
had no knowledge that there might be 
such immediate action by the committee. 
But the situation next week is such that 
of the committee reports it out the lead
ership can very easily cooperate with 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee in bringing the bill to the 
floor, but it would not be before Thurs
day. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts asks unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns today it 
adjourn to meet on Tuesday next. 

Is there objection? 
'There was no objection. 

THE FEDERAL VOTING ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1955 

Mr. O'NETIL, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution <H. Res. 149, Rept. No. 62) 
which was referred to the House Calen
dar and ordered _to be printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 4048) 
to permit and assist Federal personnel, in
cluding members of the Armed Forces, and 

their families, to exercise their voting fran
chise, and for other purposes. After general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill, 
and shall continue not tci exceed 1 hour, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on House Administration, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill for amendment, 
the Comn:tittee shall rise and report the bill 
to the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

COTTON MARKETING QUOTAS 

Mr. COLMER, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution <H. Res. 150, Rept. No .. 63) 
which was referred to the House Calen
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
3952) to amend the cotton marketing quota 
provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended. After general de
bate, which shall be confined to the blll, and 
shall continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall be 
read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the considera
tion of the bill for amendment, the Com
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such· amendments as may have 
been adopted, and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and. amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit. 

CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN, 
. FEDERAL RESERVE·BOARD 

Mr. PATMAN. ·Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, on De

cember 7, 1954, I wrote the President 
and asked that he consider filling the 
vacancy on the Federal Reserve Board 
and also to appoint a vice chairman so 
that we may have a duly constituted 
Board of Governors, including a chair
man and vice chairman. 

This morning I was notified by a 
spokesman for the President that he was 
appointing on the Board Charles Noah 
Shepardson, of College Station, Tex., to 
be a member of tpe Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System. Noth
ing was said about the appointment of 
a vice chairman. I sincerely hope that 
a vice chairman is also appointed by the 
President. 

Section 242 of title 12 of the United 
States Code under the subject of Selec
tion of the Board. of Governors it is 
stated: 

Of the persons thus appointed, 1 shall 
be designated by the President as chairman 
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and 1 as vice chairman of the Board to serve 
as such for a term of 4 years. 

I sincerely hope that if the President 
has not already done so he will ~ppoint 
a vice chairman of the Board. 

A GLORIOUS RECORD 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, t ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in four instances at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to .the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I was 

highly privileged recently to receive an 
invitation to the exercises at Leominster 
in my district, celebrating the Jewish 
tercentenary observance. 

It is of course most appropriate that 
loyal Jews and loyal Americans of Fitch
burg and Leominster should set aside a 
time to hold exercises commemorating 
this historic and inspiring occasion. 

The history of the Jewish people in 
America is one that cannot be read with
out profound emotional reactions of un
bounded pride and deepest gratitude. 
Like the history of your people in other 
parts of the world i~ is marked by strug
gle and painstaking, unselfish work, 
though unlike your experience elsewhere, 
it has happily never been accompanied 
by persecution, and that is surely to the 
glory of America just as your great and 
unexcelled contributions to our peerless 
Nation is to the glory of the Jewish 
people. 

I wish that time and space permitted 
me in this communication to deal exten
sively with this soul-stirring record of 
religious loyalty, racial advancement, 
and public and patriotic contributions. 
History shows that there were Jews in 
the originial colonies before 1650. In the 
year 1654 a company of Jewish refugees 
arrived from Brazil and settled in New 
Amsterdam, now New York City, where 
though they were enjoined by the Dutch 
authorities from holding public religious 
assemblies, nevertheless established 
their own worship upon their arrival in 
the town which then embraced only 800 
persons. 

Like people of my own faith and other 
faiths throughout history, pursued by 
narrowness and prejudice, the Jews of 
New Amsterdam gathered among teem
selves in their homes in accordance with 
time-honored, age-old customs of your 
people just as soon as there were enough 
people to hold public worship. And it 
can be said to their everlasting credit 
that they scorned and ignored the threat 
of oppressive action against the profes
sion of their religious beliefs. 

In 1656 this gallant band established 
the first Jewish congregation in North 
America, Sheerith Israel-Remnant of 
Israel. These early beginnings have 
grown into the proud edifice of Judaism 
which we behold in America today. 
Strangely enough its first Rabbi was one 
Saul Brown who came to the congrega
tion from Newport, R.I., and he officiated 
regularly at the synagogue. It was not 
lJng before other Jewish communities 

were formed-Rhode Island in 1658; in 
Savannah, Ga., by the Jews who came to 
this country with Oglethorpe; in 
Charlestown, S. C:; Philadelphia; Rich
mond, va.-a.ll in colonial times-so that 
in 1871 there were at least 277 congrega ... 
tions in this country. Of your own 
knowledge you realize how that number 
has grown, so that the number of congre
gations in America today probably em
braces in the neighborhood of-5,000 con
gregations or even more. 

It would be pertinent for Americans 
who treasure liberty and cherish the per
~onal freedom guaranteed by our Ameri
can institutio!lS to ask the question, Why 
did these Jews come to America and 
where did they come from? The answer 
is one which could as well be given by 
other races and sects in our country 
whose members came here principally to 
escape tyranny and persecution. 

While the Jews came to New Amster
dam from Brazil, they had :fied from 
Spain and Portugal and they came so 
that they could worship the God of their 
choice in the traditions of their noble 
ancestors. As we can imagine, this first 
small company of Jews who came to 
America were destitute, and their per
sonal belongings were seized by the ship
owners to pay their passage and two of 
their number were taken into custody 
until all had been paid. As I pointed o).lt, 
the authorities were hostile, but in time 
they were won over by the exemplary 
conduct of the new visitors and finally 
declared that Jews were legally allowed 
to reside and trade in New York. How 
well they have resided and multiplied 
and how well they have traded and be
come wealthy and powerful is a matter 
of record. 

Now there was one condition under 
which the Dutch authorities admitted 
the Jews to New York and that was that 
the poor among them should be sup
ported by their own group. Such a pro
vision was not necessary as we know 
in order that Jewish people would take 
care of their own, because throughout 
all history they have lavishly responded 
to the call of family and loved ones and 
friends and fellow Jews, as well as hu
man brethren of every faith, every na
tion. But at once the shining result 
came in the form of societies to care for 
the orphan, the sick, the helpless, the 
poor, and to provide education. 

These were some of the early Jewish 
contributions to the spiritual, economic, 
and social life of early America. It is 
gratifying to note that 2 years before 
the arrival of the first Jew in New York, 
Rhode Island passed a statute to the 
effect that "all men whatever nation so
ever they may be, that they be received 
inhabitants, not only of the town but 
receive the same treatment as English
men and any laws to the contrary not
withstanding," and of course that was 
one of the first, if not the first great 
charters of religious freedom in this 
country, in fact it was a classic declara
tion of the political and legal equality of 
man. 

As a result, Newport, R. I., became the 
favorite refuge of Jews in North America 
and they honorably bu~ied themselves 
with the development of the town, and 

though they had religious liberty, they 
could not be admitted to citizenship but 
that right was soon to follow and the 
steps by which the Jews se.cured equality 
of rights and political power in the var
ious colonies is one of tbe most inspiring 
chapters of our history. Not long ago I 
personally attended an historic observ
ance at the original synagogue at New
port, a most impressive experience. 

Let it be said to the eternal credit of 
our early American founders that the 
Jews appeared nowhere to have been 
ill-treated. In some parts of the coun
try, they met with prejudice and dis
crimination, and, Lord knows, such bane
ful and reprehensible feelings are still 
expressed, though fortunately in greatly 
decreasing and negligible measure. 

On the whole, the early Jews found 
early America during the Colonial days 
a veritable paradise in comparison with 
European countries with their visitations 
of confiscation of their property, and 
ruthless persecution driving them from 
pillar to post and across the face of the 
earth as hapless, almost hopeless wan
derers who, thank God, never lost hope 
and courage. -

Then came the war for independence 
or the great American Revolution, and 
in the great epochmaking event which 
shook the world and securely established 
free institutions for the first time in his
tory, the Jews rendered services of in
estimable value. They contributed most 
generously of their means. Though but 
a small minority, they were found in 
military contingents from all the col
onies and their records as soldiers were 
brilliant. 

In the financing of the war we should 
hardly expect the Jews to be unheard 
from, and we can proudly assert that in 
1776 when credit for the cause · of free
dom was greatly lacking, the names of 
Jews were conspicuous among the sub
scribers-Benjamin Levy of Philadel
phia, Benjamin Jacobs of New York, 
Samuel Lyon of New York, Isaac Moses, 
Hyman Levy and others. 

One of these early financial bulwarks 
of the Revolution was a Polish Jew, Haym 
Salomon, of cultivated people, liberally 
educated, an accomplished linguist 
speaking several languages. While . he 
preceded his famous fighting country
men, Pulaski and Kosciusko, to this 
country, when the Revolution began he 
early demonstrated his love of independ
ence and his loyalty to the cause. He 
was chosen Paymaster General of the 
Army and Navy of France in America, 
Financial Adviser to the French Min
ister and other European governments. 
He took a foremost part in transferring 
foreign subsidies to this country when 
there was a pressing need for money 
and successfully negotiated advances 
upon these funds before they actually 
arrived here. 

For these many vital services he would 
not accept compensation and he died a 
poor man because of his patriotism and 
unselfish donations of his own fortune. 
His monetary gifts to the Government 
were probably greater than that of any 
other person, but not one penny of the 
gigantic debt which the country owed 
him has ever been paid. 
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It could well be said, therefore, by the ion which, true to our Constitution and ished. The day of liberation will come 

great historian Lecky that "Hebraic mor- its noble principles conclusively rejects and free institutions will again be 
tar cemented th.~- ~<?.~!1d.B:}~o~s . of. Am.e!~-:- ._!!.!_e. ig!loble prea..~I?:ments of bias and reestablished. ~1 

,i£~l! .. ~~~Qcr~c~/'. J~P..<J.J~.!~:-- nP.tPnlY. P.~!'.-::,..,;J.>!~_!!9Ic~~~~ ~~g.p~q_~-~}!1.~ .-Je~~s .~~~ne wbo . dwglls-:brigfly upon the glori-
tams to Jewish spintualideals but also a11 other persons hvmg .under our trag, ous historY Of tliis nation r-ealizes- full 
to Jewish contributions in blood and that toleration, understanding and feel- well the struggle and sacrifice ·it has .. 
treasure. ing of human brotherhood which forms made throughout the centuries to main-

Someone has said that "the Jewish the unalterable precious cornerstone of tain its freedom. Subjected to cruel 
faith is predominantly the faith of liber- American liberty. and unjust oppression ·and domination, 
ty," and indeed the history of mankind The storms of passion and hatred may visited with every species of tyranny, 
and America eloquently gives testimony rage. The fury of soulless materialism denied by force of arms of the ordinary 
to this fact. To do their full part as citi- and communism may sound throughout rights of free men, the Lithuanian 
zens in building, protecting and sustain- the world. The forces of evil may con- people never lost heart. They struggled, 
ing the Nation, zealously to enlist in its spire and act to undermine and over- they bled, they fought and died to pre
defense in every war, energetically to throw the blessed freedom we enjoy. serve or to regain their independence 
promote its material advancement, bold- But they will all go down to defeat. The and free way of life. Their indomitable 
ly and industriously to plan and work for Cross and the Star will endure because spirit and will to be free was never sup
its progress, its betterment, its prosper- they are the symbols of strength of the pressed and time and time again they. 
ity-that has been the aim and the lot Almighty, and the indomitable purpose threw off the yoke of the oppressor. 
of the Jew since he first laid foot upon of our forebears. If we but persevere in Their present plight is sad and tragic. 
these sacred shores. the faith of our Nation, determined to Oppression again stalks their land and 

sustainer of patriotic causes, supporter protect it from all danger and at any holds them in unspeakable bondage. 
of charity and humane benefaction for cost, He will continue to bless our great But the lamp of freedom still burns in 
his fellowman regardless of race or creed, land and hasten the day of universal their hearts and will not be extinguished. 
devoted to his family, his community and peace and amity among men and na- Their will to be free will never be sup
the betterment of American life, the Jew tions. pressed, their struggles to achieve in
has never been found wanting when the It is a special privilege and honor for dependence will ever continue until the 
call has come for help and assistance for me as your Congressman to laud and great goal of liberation is :finally won. 
any worthy humanitarian cause. commend you as Jews and as Americans In this epochal struggle, in this brave, 

The gallantry of Jewish fighting men upon the excellence of your citizenship gallant battle for independence, our own 
is indelibly inscribed in the annals of a.nd the magnificence of ~our contribu- g~eat N~tion must continue to give the 
every American war. In Flanders Field t10ns to our beloved NatiOn. For your Lit~uaruan people encouragement and 
where lie our heroic dead, the Star of achievements and accomplishments, assistance. We must never fail them. 
David is mingled with the Cross in beau- your unstinted charity, your public spirit, We must let them know and understand 
ty and everlasting marble. In remote your devotion to community, State and that we share their aspirations and that 
places of the world, where heroes sleep Nation, I am proud to express my own we intend to do everything in our power 
who gave their all in defense of America, humble pride and gratitude. to speed ~he day wh~n their nation will 
that Star and that Cross are intertwined And to those of you in my district, and agam enJOY the fruits and blessings of 
in a bond of immortal affection and more especially tonight to those of you freedom. . 
loyalty enshrined in the hearts of Amer- in this congregation, whose loyal friend- Hail to this great people. May they 
icans forever-a gleaming example of ship, unwavering support, and inspiring soon regain their prec~ous liberties. 
sacrifice and utter devotion for all the cooperation have so greatly lightened my 
world to behold. burdens, I wish to express my particular 

It is another historical fact of more and most sincere thanks. 
than ordinary moment that Jews were To Solomon Rosenbaum who extended 
financial backers of Columbus the dis- your kind invitation to his brother Felix, 
coveror of the Western World. Little both of whom I am greatly indebted to 
did they think then that in years to come for unceasing· interest, stalwart friend
their contributions to his cause would ship, and invaluable assistance with the 
open the doors of the world's greatest duties and tasks with which I am 
Nation as refuge for the oppressed the charged in these critical days, I am 
afflicted, the down-trodden and the 'per- anxious to make most sincere and heart
secuted of so many lands. Thus the felt expression of my appreciation. To 
Jews played a significant part in laying all of you I pledge my continued friend
the deeper foundations for America and ship and understanding. 
in building the great Nation of which we This anniversary is joyous, prideful, 
are so proud to be citizens. and rewarding for all o;f you. It has been 

History rolls out its scroll and the Jews justly ear~ed an? richly deserved by you 
now reside in every part of the United and your Illustrious predecessors. May 
States. They embrace every section, there be many more celebra~ions in .the 
every part of the fabric of America. years to come to mark the tireless VIgor 
They have penetrated into all realms of ?f your great and ~nci~nt people and 
American life. They are leaders in busi- I~s memorable contributiOns to our glo
ness in manufacturing in merchandis- nous country. 
ing, 'in finance, in all phases of our eco- .And in cl?sing, my greetings, best 
nomic life. They are preeminent in law, WIShes, and kmdest regards to all. 
medicine, pharmacy, teaching, the stage 
and the theater-and in spiritual call
ings. They grace the arts, sciences, 
music, public service. They are inex
tricably bound up with every human 
activity in the Nation. 

The voices of doctrinaires of hate, 
prejudice and antagonism have at times 
been raised against them, but these 
voices have been only as the beating of a 
tiny feather upon a giant rock. The 
corrosive, soul-consuming poison of mal
ice and envy has been neutralized and 
rendered inert by the tidal sweep of fair
minded, tolerant American public opin-

LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

greatly privileged to join with my dis
tinguished colleagues on the occasion of 
the 37th anniversary of the declaration 
of Lithuania's independence to hail and. 
salute the gallant people of that afflicted 
nation. 

Although the Ir·on Curtain is drawn 
across this great nation and presently. 
shuts out its neople from the rest of 
the free world, .the day will come .when 
the tyranny, oppression, and persecu
tion Lithuania now suffers will be ban:.. 

JUSTICE FOR POLAND 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, Febru

ary 7 marked the lOth anniversary of the 
infamous Yalta agreement wherein the 
rights, liberties and very lives of mil .. 
lions of free peoples were cynically 
bartered away for the nerve-wracking 
armistice of today. 

This anniversary serves to remind all 
Americans that most of our current for
eign problems stem from the uncon
scionable concessions made at Yalta
concessions which have resulted in 
fastening tyranny and dictatorship upon 
so many struggling, helpless peoples, who 
desperately seek their freedom. 

It was at Yalta that China:North Ko
rea, the Baltic and Balkan nations and 
the heroic nation of Poland and others 
were taken into the orbit of communis
tic oppression. 

Let us realize on this lOth anniversary 
of the Yalta debacle that there can be 
no lasting peace any where or any time 
that is based on tyranny, exploitation 
and injustice. The history of mankind 
demonstrates that fact. . The liberation 
of oppressed nations behind the Iron 
Curtain is, therefore, not only impera-. , 
tive on moral gruunds. _ Until freedom is 
restored in· these unhappy lands, there 
can be no real order and no lasting 
peace .in the world. , A peace movement 
based on oppression, the continuance of 
insidious Communist infiltration and the 
appeasement of those .working for . the 
destruction of freedom can only end in 
disaster. 
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This Nation must stand for its prin· 
ciples, it · must protect its rights, its in
terests, and its liberties. It must defend 
the cause of freedom; It c~n nev~:r _ 
waver or retreat before the forces of Red 
aggression. Our Nation must stand fear
lessly for security and peace predicated 
upon principles of justice and morality
confident of our great strength-mili
tary, economic, and spiritual-united in 
our determination, come what may, to 
protect our cherished way of life. 

To the great historic Polish people, we 
send today a ·very special message of our 
sympathy, our faith in them, and our 
intention to work for their early libera
tion. Victim of a perfidy so base and 
black that it indelibly stains the escutch
eon of world diplomacy, ruthlessly de
prived of their blessed birthright, the 
Polish people fight on. 

Their fight is our fight because it is 
the fight for liberty, democracy, justice, 
morality, and human decency. It is the 
fight for every precious value of the free 
world and the free way of life. 

I plead with our great President and 
his counselors to renew and intensify the 
work he began some time ago for the 
liberation of nations like Poland-all na
tions bereft of body, liberty, and soul by 
Soviet terror and force. Thus, free 
Poland will rise again. 

EYNTHETIC HYSTERIA AND 
NATIONAL COURAGE 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Spealcer, there is 
belief in many quarters that the diplo
matic path has been cleared for the 
admission of Red China into the United 
Nations and the abandonment of Na
tionalist China and the acknowledg
ment of complete Red domination of 
the Chinese mainland and adjacent is
lands, including Formosa. 

I hope sincerely that no such com
mitments have been made by this Gov
ernment because, if carried out, they 
would sound the death warrant for 
democratic institutions and free govern
ments in Asia. They would represent 
crass appeasement of aggressors and the 
Soviet bloc. 

During the time that I have been 
privileged to serve in this body, I have 
witnessed several repetitions of the so
called crisis technique in foreign policy 
and defense matters. The pattern is 
always the same, usually based on arous
ing American public opinion by spread
ing fear and hysteria among the people 
concerning the dreadful things that will 
happen if certain policies are not fol
lowed. 

We were told not too long ago that 
the Chinese Communists were merely 
harmless agrarians seeking land reform, 
not connected with Moscow in any way. 
Subsequent events demonstrated the un
truths· and fallacies embodied in these 
statements. The harmless agrarians 
blossomed as full-blown Marxists con
troled by Russia mounting ruthless ag. 
gression iri Korea. · 

First, the atomic bomb, and now the 
hydrogen bomb, has been used to excite 
the people and prepare the way for 
appeasement of Communist nations. 
We were constantly reminded of the vas't 
destructive power of these atomic and 

fusion weapons. No well-informed per.:. inflexible purpose because, so · far as 
son would deny their awful power. But Americans are concerned, death is pref
we are regaled almost ad nauseum with erable to the loss of their liberties and 
commentary and ..descriptive maps _of , .. they will never be dragooned by Russia 
areas that purportedly could be de· or any other nation into surrendering 
stroyed in this country. We are con- their precious birthright. 
stantly reminded of the terrible fate that Americans are not afraid of the atomic 
awaits us in ·the event of atomic attack. bomb or of any other force save the 
The press sometimes abounds with lurid living God in whom we place our trust 
acco:mts of possibl~ atomic catastrophe and faith. Their aim is not "peace at 
based on reports by the Atomic Energy any price," but peace through justice, 
Commission, the military or civil defense. security, and strength. 

In these reports, so far as I know, there Let all would-be aggressors note and 
has never been any reference by com- all subversives realize that America has 
mentary, maps or otherwise to show the the means and the indomitable will to 
damage that could be inflicted by our protect its sacred soil and v:ay of life 
tremendous striking force upon the po- against aggressors and conspirators. 
tential enemy. The implication would 
seem to be that only this Nation could 
or would suffer from such devastating 
attacks, although we well know of our 
large supply of these dread weapons and 
our ability to deliver them. We also 
know the importance of proper precau
tionary civil-defense measures even 
though they may be only partly effective. 

':'he American people well understand 
the horrible nature of the atomic and 
fusion bombs. They are not deluded 
either about their power or about the 
prospect that they would be used if the 
potential enemy believed the time was 
ripe. But Americans are not given to 
easy fears or futile hysteria. They ap· 
praise international and domestic dan
gers -calmly and with reasoning eyes. 
Although aware of the dangers, they are 
not obsessed by irrational fears. They 
realize that they have to live with this 
reality regardless of what may come. 
They will have to live in the world of 
these dreadful weapons until some way 
can be found to outlaw them. Only the 
Soviets can open that door. So long as 
they refuse to negotiate honestly on uni
versal dis_armament and atomic control, 
we must be adequately prepared. 

Americans have always possessed the 
courage to stand up for their rights and 
fight for their Nation and this genera
tion of Americans is no exception. This 
is a God-fearing country and it ill be
comes those who are spreading hysteria 
stories about these new weapons to 
launch constant horror reports depicting 
the frightful consequences of modern 
weapons far beyond the scope or need of 
legitimate civil defense plans and prepa
rations. 

These are facts already known to the 
American people and while hysteria is 
promoted by these tactics in some places, 
the rank and file of the people are far 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks in the R-ECORD, 
or to revise and extend remarks, was 
granted to: 

Mr. CELLER. 
Mr. VAN PELT the remarks which he 

expects to make in Committee today and 
include several letters. 

Mr. CooN. 
Mr. Bow in the remarks he will make 

today in Committee of the Whole and 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. CHUDOFF. 
Mr. DoYLE and accompany the same 

with appropriate matenal. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey and to in· 

elude extraneous matter. 
Mr. FLOOD and include a statement he 

made before the Committee on the Post 
Office and Civil Service on postal pay 
raises. 

Mr. PHILBIN and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. McGREGOR <at the request of Mr. 
JENKINS) and to include certain tables. 

Mr. VANZANDT. 
Mr. LATHAM <at the request of Mr. 

Bow) and to include extraneous · mat
ter. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska on the sub
ject Value of Irrigation. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord· 

ingly (at 6 o'clock and 14 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Tuesday, February 22, 
1955, at 12 o'clock noon. 

from terrorized into surrender of their EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
judgments, but rather tend in the other 
direction of developing sharp suspicions 
concerning the motives of those who are 
spreading such horror stories in the 
country. In a word, the people under
stand the presence and tactics of "crisis" 
psychology, 

451. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Director, Legislative Li· 
aison, Department of the Air Force, 
transmitting the Air Force's semiannual 
report entitled ''Research and Develop
ment Procurement Action Report," for 

· the period from July 1, 1954, to Decem
ber 31, 1954, pursuant to section IV of 
Public Law 557, 82d Congress was taken 
from the Speaker's table and referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

If the purpose of these stories is to 
justify appeasement of world commu
nism, it is destined to frustration and 
defeat because the American people will 
never willingly give up their legacy of 
freedom. They would rather die than to 
abandon their free institutions. The REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB· 
atomic, the hydrogen bomb, and the ter· LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
rible new modern weapons all put to- Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
gether can never swerve them from this of committees were _delivered to the· 
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Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THORNBERRY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 148. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H. R. 2581, a bill to 
promote the national defense by authorizing 
tlie construction of aeronautical research' fa
cilities and the acquisition of land by the 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
necessary to the effective prosecution of aero• 
nautical research; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 59). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 
- Mr. BURLESON: Committee on House Ad
ministration. H. R. 4048. A bill to permit 
and assist Federal personnel, including mem
bers of the Armed Forces, and their families, 
to exercise their voting franchise, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
60). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. H. R . 103. A bill to provide for 
the construction of distribution systems on 
authorized Federal reclamation projects by 
irrigation districts and other public agencies; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 61). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 149. Resolution for considera
'tion of H. R. 4048, a bill to permit and assist 
Federal personnel, including members of the 
Armed Forces, and their families, to exercise 
their voting franchise, and for other pur· 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 62). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. COLMER: ·committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 150. Resolution for considera
tion of H. R. 3952, a bill to amend· the cotton 
marketing quota provisions of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
without amendment (Rept. No; 63). Re
·ferred to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BASS of Tennessee: 
H. R. 4199. A bill to include the fees for 

irsuing money orders as a part of the gross 
,postal receipts of post offices; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

·By Mr. COOPER: 
H. R . 4200. A bill to provide a 1-year ex

tension of the existing corporate normal-tax 
rate and of certain existing excise-tax rates; 
to the Committee on Wayf3 and Means. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 
H. R. 4201. A bill to provide a 1 year exten

.sion of the existing corporate normal-tax 
rate and of certain existing excise-tax rates; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr-. CARLYLE: 
H. R. 4202. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior, in cooperation with the Secre
tary of the Army, to erect, at Dunn, N. C., a 
suitable memorial to the late Maj. Gen. Wil
liam Carey Lee; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. FERNOS-ISERN: 
H. R. 4203. A bill to amend the Federal 

Employees' Compensation Act to eliminate 
the provision by which United States citi
zens born in Puerto Rico are denied certain 
benefit rights assured under such act to other 
United States citizens; to the Committee ·on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GRANAHAN: 
H . R. 4204. A bill to amend section 8 of the 

Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended; to the Committee on Post Office 

· and Civil Service. 
By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania: 

H. R. 4205. A bill to adjust the rates. of 
basic compensation of certain officers and 

(employees of ·the Federal Government, and 

for other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. · 

H. R. 4206. A bill to increase the rates of 
basic compensation of officers and emplo'y· 
ees in the field service of· the Post Office De
partment; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H. R. 4207. A bill to extend benefits under 

the civil-service retirement system to certain 
former Members of Congress; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KARSTEN: 
H . R. 4208. A bill to increase from $600 to 

$700 the personal-income-tax exemptions of 
a taxpayer (including the exemption for a 
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and 
the additional exemption for old age or 
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PRICE: 
H . R. 4209. A bill to increase from $600 

to $700 the personal-income-tax exemptions 
of a taxpayer (including the exemption fot 
a spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and 
the additional exemption for old age or blind
ness) : to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MACK of Illinois: 
H . R. 4210. A bill to provide a method 

whereby wartime service can be established · 
in the case of veterans of the Spanish-Amer
ican War whose records cannot be found; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

:9y Mr. MOSS: 
H. R. 4211. A bill to amend subsection 12 

(f) of the United States Housing Act of 1937, 
as amended, to provide for relinquishment 
and disposal of farm labor camps; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. O'KONSKI: 
H. R. 4212. A bill to provide for the pur

chase by the Federal Civil Defense A(lminis
trator of certain radiological detection instru
ments, devices, and equipment, and the 
leasing to the States for civil defense pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

H. R. 4213. A bill to extend wartime rates 
of compensation to veterans and their de
pendents for service-connected disabilities 
incurred during periods when individuals 
may .be inducted for training and service in 
the military or naval service; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Texas: 
H. R. 4214. A bill to amend the Natural 

Gas Act to require the sale of natural gas for 
irrigation purposes in certain instances; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: 
H. R. 4215. A bill creating a Federal Com

mission to formulate plans for the construc
tion in the District or Columbia of a civic 
auditorium, inclui:Ung an Inaugural Hall of 
Presidents and a music, drama, fine arts, and 
mass communications center; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WHITTEN: 
H . R. 4216. A bill to amend the Commodity 

Credit Corporation Charter Act of 1948 in 
order to constitute the Administrator of the 
Foreign Agricultural Service as ex officio 
member of the Board of Directors of that 
Corporation; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

H. R. 4217. A bill to provide that the Secre
tary of the Army shall return certain mineral 
interests in land acquired by him for fiood
control purposes to the. former owners of 
such lands; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: 
H. R. 4218. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Defense to lend certain Army, Navy, and 
Air Force equipment, and to provide certain 
services to the Girl Scouts of the United 
States of America for use at the Girl Scout 
Senior Roundup Encampment, and for other 

. purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. · 

By Mr. BERRY; 
H. R. 4219. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 16, 1953 (Public Law 280, 83d. Cong.). 
so as to require the consent of the Indian 
tribes to the assumption of ·jurisdiction by 
States over civil and criminal actions aris: 
ing in Indian country; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

· By Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: 
H . R. 4220. A bill to-grant constructive serv

ice to members of the Coast Guard Women's 
Reserve for the period from July 25, 1947, 
to November 1, 1949; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H. R. 4221. A bill to amend section 4004, 

title 18, United States Code, relating to ad
ministering oaths and taking acknowledg
ments by officials of Federal penal and cor
rectional institutions; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FISHER: 
H. R. 4222. A bill to ex.tend the authority 

for the enlistment of aliens in the Regular 
Army; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HAND (by request): 
H. R. 4223. A bill to amend the Army and 

Air Force Vitalization and Retirement Equal
ization Act of 1948, approved June 29, 1948; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HAYS of Arkansas: 
H. R. 4224. A bill to permit the disposal of 

surplus property to publicly owned water 
districts; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

H:. R. 422~. A. bill authorizing the Admin
istrator of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain 
property of the United States to the city Of 
North Little Rock, Ark.; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. · 

By Mr. METCALF: 
H . R. 4226. A bill to promote the economic 

use of Indian lands, alleviate and adjust the 
heirship problem involved in Indian trust 
or restricted allotments, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior , and 
Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4227. A bill to amend section 512 
of the Servicemen's ReadjlJStment Act of 
1944 to permit a veteran who has received 
a direct loan for the construction or im
provement of a farmhouse to repay such loan 
in annual installments; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: 
H. R. 4228. A bill to authorize and direct 

the Civil Service Commission to make a 
study of the classification of, and rates of 
basic compensation payable with respect to, 
technical, scientific, and engineering posi
tions in the classified civil service; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Szrvice. 

By Mr. VINSON: 
H. R. 4229. A bill to provide running mates 

for certain Staff Corps officers in the naval 
service, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 
H. R. 4230. A bill to encourage the discov

ery, development, and production of man
ganese-bearing ores and concentrates in the 
United States, its Territories, and posses
sions, afid for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior . and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WNG: 
H. R. 4231. A bill to amend Veterans Regu

lation No. 7 (a) to clarify the entitlement 
. of veterans to outpatient dental care; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: . 
H. R. 4232. A bill to increase the normal 

tax and surtax exemption, and the exemp
tion for dependents, from $600 to $1,000; 

. to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. FLOOD: 

H . R. 4233. A bill to amend _title II of the 
Social Secui1ty Act to' reduce the age · at 
which individuals may become entitled to 
benefits thereunder from 65 to 60 in the 
case of men and from 65 to 55 in the case of 
women; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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By Mr. KEOGH: 

H. R. 4234. A bill to suspend for 1 year 
certain duties upon the importation of 
aluminum and aluminum alloys; to. the 
Committee on Ways and Means • 

. By Mr. RAY (by request): 
H. R. 4235. A bill to amend . Public Law 

2, 73d Congress, to provide care ·for disabled 
veterans having neuropsychiatric ailments; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H. R. 4236. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act to provide a direct Federal pension 
of at least $100 per month to all American 
citizens 65 years of age and over who have 
been citizens 10- years or more, to be pro
rated according to the cost of living as on 
January 3; 1953; to the Committee on ·ways 
and Means. · 

By Mr. WHARTON: 
H. R. 4237. A bill to amend section 503 of 

the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act 
of 1952 to allow certain veterans to file 
claims for mustering-out payment prior to 
July 16, 1955; to the Committee on Vetera~s· 
Affairs. 

By Mr. COON: 
H. J. Res. 221.' Joint resolution to designate 

the lake to be formed by the McNary lock 
· and dam in the Columbia River, Oreg. and 
Wash., as Lake Aldrich; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

By Mr. CRETELLA: 
H. J. Res. 222. Joint resolution authorizing 

the creation of a Federal Memorial Commis
sion to consid,er and formulate plans for the 
construction in th~ city of Wasl:lington, D. C., 
of an appropriate permanent memoriaJ. to 

. the memory _of th~ great Ita,lian naviga~or 

. and discoverer of Amer~ca, Christopher Co
lumbus; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

By Mr. WHITTEN: 
H. J. Res. 223. Joint resolution to restorp,· 

to the States. certain rights affected .by re
. cent Supreme Court decisions; to the Com
mittee . on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GENTRY: 
H. J. Res. 224. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President of the United States of Amer
ica to proclaim the period August 21-27, 1955, 
as American Law Student Week; to the Com-

. mi ttee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIDSON: 
H. J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to provide 

. for a more effective control of narcotic drugs, 
and for other purposes; to the-Committee on 
Ways a·nd Means. . · · 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII1 meqlo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Oregon, memorializing 
the President and the Congress of the United 
Stat~s requesting the appropriation of funds 
necessary to enable the Corps of Engineers 
to complete the preliminary investigations 
and planning for the John Day project, etc.; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. · 

Also, . ~emorial of the . Legislature of the 
State of Oregon, memorializing the Pre.sident 
and the Congress of the United States re-

. questing that funds be made available to 
begin the planning and construction of the 
flood control facilities · needed at the Green 
Peter and Cougar projects, etc.; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

PRIVA~E BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

. bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CARLYLE: 
H . R. 4238. A bill for the relief of Spiros 

Kaloniktis; to the Comll).ittee on the Judi-
· ciary. . 
· H."R. 4239. A bill for the relief of Pavlos 
Michael Campourelis; to the Committee oh 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COUDERT: . 
H. R. 4240. A bill for the relief of Miss 

Susana Clara Magalona; ·to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. · ' 

By Mr. CRETELLA: .. 
H. R. 4241. A bill for the relief of Domenico 

Giordano; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H. R. 4242. A bill for the relief of Dr. 

George Petkov; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4243. A bill for the relief of Bernard 
Ellbogen; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H. R. 4244. A bill for the relief of Vincenzo 
Micich; 'to the . Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H. R. 4245; A bill for · the relief of Mrs. 

Esther Rodriguez de Uribe; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4246. A bill for the relief of Morris 
Plevin; to the Committee on the Judic~ary. 

By.Mr. JARMAN: 
H. R. 4247. A bill. for the . relief of Mrs. 

Alphonsine Keller; to the Coinmittee on the 
Judiciary . . 

By Mr. KILDAY: 
H. R. 4248. A bill ~or the relief of Miguel 

Angel Guzman Nunez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MciNTIRE: 
H . R. 4249. A bill for the relief of Orrin J. 

Bishop; to the Co~mittee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MAILLIARD' 

H. R. 4250. A bill for the relief of Leong 
Man Faye; to the Committee on the Judi

·ciary. 
H. R. 4251. A bill for the relief of Lt. Col. 

Arthur J. Laib, Jr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois (by re-
quest): · 

H . R. 4252. A bill for the relief of Asher 
Ezrachi; to the Committee "on the Judiciary • 

By Mr. POAGE: 
H. R. 4253. A bill for the relief of Henry 

M. Lednicky; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. · · 

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee: 
H . R. 4254. A bill for the relief .of the War

rensburg Foundry, Midway, Tenn.; to the 
Committee oJ;l' the Judiciary. · · 

By Mr. RODINO l . 
H. R. 4255. ·A bill for the relief of Barnett 

· Warner; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. TUMULTY: 

H. R. 4256. A bill for the relief of Dragutin 
Krize Kurich; to the Committee on the Judi-

. ciary. · 
H. R. 4257. A bill for the relief of Sisters 

Bianca ·capasso, Caterina Giud,ice. G~usepp~ 
Capone; to ~he Committee on the Judi,ciary. 

By Mr. WHARTON: 
H. R. 4258. A bill for the relief of Luigia 

Pelella; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS Of REMARKS 

Report of Foreign Shipyards 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN W. BRICKER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 18,' 1955 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, there 
was appointed last year a subcommittee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce for 
the purpose of making an inspection in 
ma.ny countries of Europe concerning 
shipping, shipyards, and . others matters 
of concern to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. The Sen
ator from Maryland [Mr. ·BuTLER] and 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. PuR
TELL] were appointed on the subcom-

_mittee, and accompanying them wa_,s the 
subcommittee counsel, Mr. Webster. 

They made-a report to me as chair
ma-n of the committee at that time, 

· which I th-ink contains very· valuable in
formation for the Members of the Sen-

ate. I ask unanimous consent that the 
report be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows _: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE OF INTERSTATE .AND 

FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
December 30, 1954. 

Hon. JOHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate 

and Foreign Commerce, United 
States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR BRICKER: You Will · recall 
that by letter dated July 29, 1954, you au
thorized Senator WILLIAM A. PURTELL, our 
subcommittee counsel, Mr. Webster, and -me 
to visit various European countries for the 
purpose of inspecting certain foreign ship
yards and investigating other matters of 
concern to this committee. Accordingly, I 
ani writing you in behalf of our group to 
report on our European trip. 

On August 20, 1954, we sailed from New 
York aboard the S. S. United States. 

We arrived in LeHavre on August 25 and 
proceeded directly to Paris. · As you · know, 
Senator PURTELL had a previous commit

. ment to meet various United States Sena-

. tors and Congressmen in Vienna on August 
27 for the purpose of representing our coun
try at_ the interparliamentary conference 
held in that city until September 2. As a 
result, we parted that evening after a final 
conference in Paris, Senator PURTELL taking 
the train to Vienna and Mr. Webster and I 
taking another train to Bremen. 

However, before we parted we mapped out 
our itinerary. Since I had to· be back in 
the States by no later than September 8, 
1954, we decided I should spend my entire 
time in Germany; at Bremen, Hamburg, and 
Bonn. We also agreed that when I left Ger
many on or about September 1, 1954, Mr. 
Webster would go on to Rome in order to 
meet Senator PuRTELL when he arrived from 
Vienna on or about September 3, 1954. On 
leaving Rome they planned to visit Genoa, 
Italy; Rotterdam, Holland; London, England; 
Clyde, Scotland; and Dublin, Ireland. If all 
went well-as in fact it did-they intended 
to return aboard the United States when it 
sailed from Southampton on September 23, 
1954. 

Of course, I am very sorry that previous 
commitments would not permit me to revisit 
the splendid shipyards in Holland and Italy, 
or to see for the first time the world-famous 
yards on ·the Clyde or· in Belfast. - However, 
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in view of the scope and importance of Ger
man shipbuilding, I am not sorry that I re• 
frained from trying to visit yards in other 
countries. To the contrary, my only regret 
is that Ldid not have more time to spend~ 
Germany. 

Here, as ln certain other places visited by 
·Senator PuRTELL and Mr. Webster, we ·round 
. that the main concern which our :(oreign 
. competitors _ have_ .aP<>ut the cargo-prefer-

and a height of 52 meters. The other four 
· shipways in-Bremen are equipped with large 
· luffing and slewing cranes. A large hall has 
~ been er~cted for welding sections. 

It seems to me that it would be burden
some to weigh down the body of this letter 
with a multitude of statistical information. 
Therefore, while now and then I will allude 
to a statistic or two worth noting, I will in· 
clude -most of that type of material in vari
ous accompanying enclosures. 

This -is not to say that I consider the en
closures routine or meaningless. Indeed, .I 
have reason to believe that some of them, 
especially those dealing with current costs of 
building ships. in various European yards, 
may prove to be of value to. the Maritime 
Administration, the General Accounting Of
fice, and the Appropriations . Committees. 
While I am not so naive as to believe that 
Senator PURTELL and I, in the limited time at 
our disposal, were able to turn up complete 
answers to any or all of the intensely com
plex questions involved in the determination 
of construction differential subsidies, I am 
sure tha'j; some c;>f. the material we gathered 
has not been made available to ow Govern-
ment before. . 

After you have finished examining the en
closures, with-your ·permission I will invite 
the Maritime Adrpinistrator, the Comptroller 
General, and the House and Senate Appro
priations Committees to review and make 
appropriate use of them. In view of the fact 
that much of this information was supplied 
to us with the understanding that it would 
not be used in any way which might embar
rass the supplier, I will request those who are 
permitted to use it to do so discreetly. 

On August 26, Mr, Webster and I arrived 
1n Bremen, where we were met by Consul 
General Edward D. McLaughlin. That after
noon we conferred -at his home with him and 
the following people: Mr. Hermann Helms, 
Jr., director of Hansa Line; Mr. Manfred von 
Oheimb Hauenschild, direCtor of Nord
deutsche Bank A. G.; Dr. Gustav Adolr'Theel, 
head of Bremen Institute for Shipping Re
search; Mr. Fred Riddle, Lykes Lines repre
sentative; Mr. William Amoss, Jr., Lykes 
Lines representative. . 

Among the subjects we discussed in addi
tion to Germany's shipping and shipbuild
ing industries were various experiences which -
American companies such as Lykes have had 
in serving Bremen. We also had an oppor
tunity to invite the views of these lead1ng 
Bremen shipping authorities on the so
called 50-50 or cargo-preference bill (Public 
Law 604). Dr. Theel, in particular, is ·a 
noted authority in such matters and au
thored the Bremen World Shipping Year
book 1952-53. 

Because Public Law 664 was so new-in 
fact it was not signed by the President until 
August 26, 1954-it was to be expected that 
there would be a certain amount of mis
understanding concerning its provisions. 
However, I was gratified to note that these 
gentlemen recognized that the United States 
as a sovereign Nation cannot afford to rely 
on foreign shipping to meet its ocean trans
portation needs; and further, that our. coun
try must maintain a healthy, privately 
owned, and operated merchant marine. It 
was also gratifying to discover that they 
recognize that in order for us to maintain 
an adequate privately owned merchant ma
rine we must to some extent subsidize it di:
rectly, or indirectly, in order for us to be 
somewhere near par with our low-labor-cost 
foreign competitors. Nor did they take ex
ception to the px:emise that it is only reason
able for a nation which must subsidize its 
merchant marine to a substantial extent to 
require that at least 50 percent of the ocean 
cargoes owned or financed by the govern
ment of that country be carried in merchant 
vessels _fly~g its flag. 

ence bill is based on a misunderstp.nding, 
1. e., that the bill requires that at least 50 
percent of all United States exports and im
ports be carried on United States-flag ships. 
Of course it does not, applying as it d,oes 
·only to cargoes in -which our Governme_nt 
has. an inte:t:est as o.wner, financier, or guar
antor. It affects in no way those : transac.-

_tions which are commercial rather than gov
ernmental in nature. 

As in other countries, we here observed a 
certain amount of anxiety that we would 
extend the cargo preference principle to cover 
commercial, as well as Government-owned or 

.financed cargoes. We did our best to dispel 
' these fears and I feel that in large measure 
we succeeded. · 

We also observed a certain amount of con-
. cern lest other countries use our cargo-pref
erence bill to justify them in discriminating 
~gainst the ships of other nations by giving 
their own vessels a monopoly of all exports 
and imports. We pointed out that the fact 
that other nations might selfishly misinter
pret our bill was not sufficient reason for 
us to repeal it; and on this score we heard 

·no persuasive rebuttal. · 
That afternoon (August 26) we visited the 

A. G. Weser yard (Aktiengesellschaft Weser). 
There we were cordially received by Mi". 
H. W. Schl.iephake, vice president, who es
corted us on a tour of the yard. Before 
mentioning a few of our observatiqns I .be
lieve it might be helpful if I set forth some 

· general ' information concerning the A. G. 
Weser .Co .. and its yar~ in Bremen and Bre
merhaven: 

Prior to 1945, the A. G. Weser Co., with 
shipyards in Bremen and Bremerhaven, was 

. one of Germany's largest shipbuilding com
panies. However, it suffered a severe set

' back as a result of the war. The Bremen 
yard was almost 9ompletely dismantled and 
delivered to .the Soviet Union as reparations. 

· However, buildings and foundations of shi~
ways, which had not been destroyed by 
bombing, were left ~ntact so that an astound
ingly quick reconstruction was possible after 
the company obtained permission to resume 
shipbuilding in the Bremen plant in April 
1951. The Bremerhaven shipyards were ndt 
dismantled and could resume shipbuilding 
in 1947. 

The shipbuilding capacity of the company 
1s reported to be 'Qack to the prewar level, 

· although only two-thirds of the former 
. space is occupied due to more efficient pro
,duction methods and layout. The company 
OWJ1S several floating drydocks for repaJr 
work. The largest has a lifting capacity of 

. 16,000 tons; two smaller ones located- in 
the Bremen free-trade zone have lifting 
capacities of 1,500 to 2,000 tons. The con
struction of the fourth floating drydock of 

.12,000 tons lifting capacity is nearing com-
pletion. The present equipment enables the 
company to. construct vessels of the largest 

"known size, including -tankers, up to 60,000 
(d. w. t.). The only limitation will be set 

. by the depth of water at the shipway which 
is 38 feet in Bremen. The output of tb.e 
Bremen yard in 1954 was 6 vessels totaling 
39,200 (gr. t.), the Bremerhaven yard pro
duced 16 units with a total of 24,800 
(gr. t.)'. · 

During our visit to the A. G. Weser Bremeh 
yard . we found it very busy. . In relation to 

' the state of physical condition it must have 
been in at the end of the war, the yard 
seems now to be in excellent shape. Many 

-new buildings already exist and others are 
under construction. These new structures 
facilitate the building or prefabrication of 
many ship components which would 'other-

. wise have to be constructed in the open, 
perhaps on board ship and subject to the 
impediments of weather. 

Large tanker construction, for the account 
of various American owners and others, 

· seemed to be the cause of much construe· 
-tion activity. 

I was pleased to see that in spite of all 
the war damage, and in spite ·of the intensity 

· of effort ·to rebuild and improve their yard, 
· the German workers have not lost thelr 
· sense . of huzp.or. For example, all that re
mains of o'ne building in the yard is a large 
smokestack. On it_ is painted the German 

· equivalent of ''no smoking." 
We also visited the offices of Captain 

Daehne, Director of the Bremen Port Au-

Today the company again is 1 of the 
4 largest shipyards in Western Germany. 
In shipbuilding capacity it probably ranks -
third or fourth (after Deutsche Werft, Ham
burg; Howaldtswerke, Hamburg;- and prob
ably also behind Howaldtswerke, Kiel); in 
number· of employees it may rank second or 
even first. Employment as of June 30, 1954: 

, Bremen yards, total, 6,000, 2,600 thereof in 
shipbuilding; Bremerhaven yard. total, 3,230, 
2,970 thereof in shipbuilding. 

. thority. He showed us a magnificent mech
anized model of t~e port. From our discm;;
sions with him and our personal observa
tions of the port itself it was plainly ap
parent that Bremen has not only recon
structed many of its facilities which were 
damaged or destroyed during the war, but it 
is well on its way to making it a better and 
busier l'ort t~a~ ev~r bef9re. In fact their 
facilities for loading and unloading grain 
are as fine as any I have ever seen. 

Of course in speaking or thinking of the 
port of Bremen; it would be improper to 
leave the impression' that Bremen stands 
separate and apart from Bremerhav~n. In
deed ·the ports of Bremen are a series of 
5 ports, running from Bremerhaven (where· The relatively high number of employees 

as compared with shipbuilding capacity is ex
plained, by the fact that a considerable per
centage of labor force is engaged in machi~e 
construction work · (turbines, diesel ez;gines, 
oil tanks and containers, coupling gear, etc.). 

Germany's largest and fastest prewar pas
. senger liner, the -SS Bremen, vias built in A. 
. G. Weser's Bremen shipyards. 

The Bremerhaven shipyards, known as A. 
G. Weser, Werk Seebeck, specialize in fish

. ing and whaling vessels, but they also con

. struct passenger and freight vessels up to 
16,000 deadweight tons. There are 2 ship
ways in BremerP,aven. 

Due to the fact that shipyards and ma
chine construc.tion . plants in Breme_n had 

· to be rebuilt completely after dismantling, 
the B:r;-emen shipyards 1;oday are reportedly 

· equipped with the most up-to-date installa
tions. A large new shipway with travelling 

' cranes has recently been completed. It has 
. a len~th of 175 meters, widt]?. of 35 meters, 

: the Weser River joins_ the North Sea) up t~e 
Weser, past Bremen-Farge, Bremen-Blumen
thal, Bremen-Vegesack to Bremen. · The sis

, ter towns of Bremen and Bremerhaven make 
up what some refer to as the "Free Hanseatic 
Town of Bremen." 

On August 27, 1954, Mr. Webster and. I 
-left Bremen and traveled to Hamburg where 
·we were met by representatives of the United 
States consulate in that city. Shortly after 

.arrival we C(_onferred with Dr. Roerhrike, Ioc3l 

. representat~ve of the Germany Shipowners 
Association. Thus we had an opportunity to 

·discuss with 111m and members of the con
. sulate staff the cargo-preference bill. Our 
"impressions were very much the same as 
-those we had received from similar discus-
sions in Bremen. 

· ·During our· altogether· too short weekend 
stay in Hamburg we made an exteil.sive tour 
of the harbor in the company of Mr: Widen

. mann, chief of t~e ~a~~or . ConstnlCtion 0~-
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flee. We went into - the -areas of .the. p_ort ._ 
covered by the following shipyards: 

: 1. Deutsche Werft . Aktiengesellschaft: 
This yard has an annual output capacity of 
about 65,000 (gr. t.). It specializes· in the 
construction of motor and turbine tanker . 
vessels, motor cargo vessels, and refrigerated 
ships. 

2. Howaltdswerke Aktiengesellschaft: This . 
yard has an annual output capacity of ap- _ 
proximately 50,000 (gr. t.) and builds all 
types of vessels. As in Bremen, we noticed 
a great deal of ocean-going tonnage, mainly 
of the tanker variety, under construction. 
Especially memorable was the 47,000 (dw. t.) . 
tanker, Ibn Saud, being built by Howaltds
werke Aktiengesellschaft for the Greek ship-
ping magnate, Onass1s. · 

In Hamburg, too, we were shown an excel
lent model of the por.t. Dr. Scholvin, of the 
Federal Ministry of Transportation, shipping 
section, discussed with us the task of re
building the port after the war and how it 
has progressed. 

Here, too, as in Bremen, it seems to me 
that this port is rapidly becoming better 
and busier than ever before. In particular, 
I was impressed with the extensive number 
of new aockside cargo cranes. Whereas in 
Bremen the semiportal type of crane has been 
used for many years, Hamburg, in recon
structing its port, decided to employ the 
full-portal type. I was informed that be
cause of the traffic handled through Ham
burg, the port organization was compelled 
to extend the rail-track system on the water 
side of the sheds which line the wharves; 
and that this modification entailed an al
teration to the crane system. If semiportal 
cranes had been installed they would have 
had to have much larger spans than the full
portal variety. I concluded ~hat Hamburg 
seems to be proceeding on . the premise that 
it can expedite turn-around time of ships 
by installing more lower-priced cranes 
rather than fewer of the more expensive 
type. 

Of course the strict competitive rivalry be
tween Bremen and Hamburg is as intense 

• as ever. · Indeed it is understandable that 
the German officials, with whom we dis
cussed maritime matters in both ports, ra
diated pride in their respective cities. · 

On Monday morning, August 30, 1954, Mr. 
Webster and I left Hamburg and arrived in 
Bonn that afternoon. We were met by Mr. 
Emerson M. Brown (Chief of the Transpor~ 
tation Section of the Office of Economic Af
fairs, HI COG) and spent the remainder of 
that day and evening consulting with Mr. 
Brown, Mr. John W. Tuthill (Acting Direc
tor, OEA, HICOG), Mr. Wier Brown (Chief 
of the 'Finance and Program Division, OEA, 
HICOG, and U. s. Treasury representative), 
and Mrs. Charles H. Breecher (Acting Chief, 
Industrial Services Division, OEA, HICOG) .. 
That evening we also had the honor of dining 
and conversing with not only these gentle
men but also with Dr. Westrick, State Secre
tary of the Federal Ministry of Economics; 
and Dr. Bergmann, State Secretary of the 
Federal Ministry for Transportation. I was 
extremely pleased to have this opportunity · 
to talk with Drs. Westrick and Bergmann 
for, as you probably know, the positions 
·which they hole: are similar to positions held 
by members of our President's Cabinet. I 
understand that Dr. Westrick plans to be in 
the United States in the near future and I 
am looking forward to the honor of a visit 
from him. 

On August 31, -Mr. Webster and I con:
ferred with Drs. Hubner and Schmid of the 
Shipbuilding Otfice of the Federal Ministry 
of Economics. ,Although we had d~scussed 
elsewhere in our trip throughout Germany 
the cost of vessel constructiqJ1, I was espe.:. 
·cially- gratified--by our conference with these 
eminent German officials. 

That- afternoon we h ·ad the honor of 
lunching with_ Ambassador and_ ~s. Conant 
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at their. home . . _ Inde~d, among .the mo.st 
pleasant and profitable experiences I had 
abroad was the time I spent that afternoon 
with the Conants. In view of the fact that 
EDC had just been defeated in the French 
Assembly, it is understandable, I believe, 
that our discussion was not limited to mari
time matters. Naturally, I was pessimistic 
and skeptical about the EDC developments. 
However, after talking with Ambassador Co
nant, I felt I had a much better· under- . 
standing of certain key issues and alterna
tives. I came away from this meeting with· 
immense confidence in the Ambassador's 
~~m~~ . 

That evening Mr. Webster departed for 
Genoa, Italy, for the purpose of making ar
rangements for various conferences and 
meetings to be held in that city by Senator 
~URTELL and him when they returned from 
Rome. The next morning I boarded the 
:Ruhr-Paris express for Paris, and after less 
than a day in that beautiful city, I left for 
Cherbourg where I boarded the SS. Queen 
Mary. As you know, there were no American
flag vessels wh,ose schedules JVOUld have per-· 
mitted me to stay in Germany as long as I_ 
did and still be back in the United States 
by September 8, 1954. 

In reflecting upon our altogether too short 
visit to Germany, I believe that certain mari
time matters are worthy of additional men
~ion. I have not tried to set them forth in 
any particular order, but just as they come 
to mind. They are as follows: 

1. In 1953 the German shipyards con
structed 66 vessels for foreign account. I 
was informed that this was 41 percent of 
their total construction and amounted to 
299,500 (.gr. t.). 

2. The German merchant fleet, as of De
cember 31, 1953, was made up of 2,111 vessels 
with a total tonnage of 1,930,215 (gr. t.), an 
increase of 95 vessels of 411,815 (gr. t.) over 
the level at the close of 1952. 

3. The German fleet at the close of 1953 
was a little less than one-half of its prewar 
size of 4 million (gr. t.). 
· 4. The Gripsholm's sailing on February 2, 
1954, from Bremen to New York under the 
colors of Norddeutscher Lloyd, and the inclu
·sion of that line in the reorganized Conti
nental North Atlantic Westbound Freight 
Conference are matters of international 
interest and significance. 

5. The total volume of cargo carried by 
the German fleet (including cargo carried 
between foreign ports) in 1953· amounted to 
34,200,000 tons as compared to 28,100,000 tons 
in 1952, an increase of about 22 percent. 

6. Passenger traffic carried by the German 
-merchant fleet in 1953 was negligible. Ger
man freighter-passenger accommodations 
were limited to between 6 and 12 passengers. 
However, German shipowners have started to 
construct a new type of cpmbined passenger 1 
cargo vessel capable of carrying approxi
mately 86 passengers. 
- 7. German shipbuilding costs increased in 
1953, due primarily to higher prices for steel 
plates and higher wages for German shipyard 
workers. 

8. The main form of national subsidy or 
·aid extended by Germany to encourage mer
chant vessel construction in that country is 
found in section 7D of the German income
ta~ law. This section has enab,led German 
shipowners to accelerate the depreciation of 
their vessels. More than that, it has author
ized German taxpayers receiving excess 
income to deduct from their taxable income, 
·as operational expenses or business promo
'tion costs, sums of money which they have 
granted or loaned without interest for the 
·pro:r:_n.otion of shipbuilding. 
· Although tl:lis income-tax provision has 
·apparently done much to revive and promote 
German shipbuilding, I was informed that 
.such tax privileges probably would be abol
_ished effective 'JanuaFy 1, 1955._ _A speech. to 

that effect was dellvet:ed to the _ Bundestag 
oil March- 11, 1954, by Dr. Fritz Schaeffer, 
Federal Finance Minister. · 

After conferring with Counsel General 
Cloyce K. Huston, and his assistant, Mr. Al
fred Dennis in Genoa, and after making ar
rangements for Senator PURTELL to confer 
with local shipping authorities, Mr. Webster 
joined the Senator as the latter came 
through Florence bound for Rome. Upon ar
rival in Rome, Senator PURTELL and Mr. 
Webster were met by representatives from 
t?e American Embassy. They were disap
pointed to learn that Ambassador Luce 
would not be in Rome during their visit. 
However, they had the benefit of conferring 
with her immediate assistant, Minister Coun
selor Elbridge Durbrow. 

In Rome they conferred with Mr. John M. 
Kennedy _ (the Embassy's commercie.l at
~ache), Mr. Thomas A. Lane (the Embassy's 
labor attache and chief of the MSA Labor 
Division), Captain Ralph S. McDowell (Bu
reau of Ship's representative in charge of off
shore procurement) and Mr. Harry H. 
Phelan (the Embassy's minerals attache). 
Their discussions covered matters such as 
offshore procurement, the labor situation, 
unemployment, costs, etc., relative to ship
building and ship repair. 
- On September 9, 1954, Senator PURTELL and 
Mr. Webster arrived in Genoa. That morn
ing they visited the Ansaldo Shipyards in 
Genoa, where they conferred with Mr. Fred
rico Lombardi, general manager of the en
tire Ansaldo Co., and l\[1'. Giuseppe Carnivale, 
general manager of Ansaldo's Genoa yard. 
They learned that this yard has 8 shipways, 
2 of which are masonry and 6 of which are 
movable. The yard's construction capacity 
was reported to be between 8 an~ 10 mer
chant ships of 9,000-10,000 d. w. t. While this 
yard has employed approximately 6,000 
workers, it was employing approximately 
4,300 on September 1, 1954. Ansaldo is right
fully proud of the fact that it constructed 
Italy's newest luxury liner, t _he Cristojoro 
Colombo, in its Genoa yard. 

That afternoon Senator PURTELL and Mr. 
Webster attended a luncheon given by the 
Genoa Propeller Club. In addition to having 
an opportunity thus to meet most of the 
Genoa shipping fraternity-particularly the 
representatives of American shipping con
cerns-Senator PURTELL took this occasion to 
express our committee's most sincere and 
intense interest in merchant marine matters 
of all sorts_and kinds, wherever they arise or 
exist. As we had in other places throughout 
Europe, he invited questions concerning the 
part our Government plays in merchant 
marine - affairs; and generally held himself 
open to answer any questions concerning bur 
maritime policies. He emphasized the fact 
that we as a nation are not interested in 
having the largest merchant marine in the 
world. He stressed, however, that we in~ 
tended to maintain a healthy privately 
owned merchant fleet of adequate size and 
strength to prevent a recurrence of the dis
astrous state of unpreparedness in which we 
found ourselves at the beginning of World 
Wars I and II. 

After lunch a prearranged meeting was 
held where he and Mr. Webster conferred at 
length in the American Consulate with the 
following people present: Mr. Basil A. Mc
Lean, local representative of American Bureau 
t>f Shipping; Mr. Harold Vinick, local repre
sentative of Stevenson Lines; Mr. Max J. 
Wolfson, local representative of Lykes Lines; 
Mr. Alphonse Sasseville, local representative 
of American Export Lines; Mi-. William Shar
ron, local representative of American Presi
dent Lines; Vice Consul John H. Barber; 
Consul General Cloyce K. Huston. 

This was a lengthy, rather comprehensive 
conference during which the representatives 
of American shipping aired freely many prob
lems which they knew would be of interest 
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to Senator PURTELL. This meeting was re
vealing and moSt . worthwhile. . 

The next morning, Senator PURTELL and 
Mr. Webster went to the main office of the 
Ansaldo Co. where they conferred with Dr. 
Giuseppe Rosini, managing director of the 
entire Ansaldo Co., and Mr. Federico Lom
bardi, whom they had met at the shipyard 
the day before. After their conference, they 
visited the office of the Industrialists Asso
dation of the Province of Genoa. There 
they conferred with Mr. Alessandro Dufour, 
prominent Italian industrialist and Mr. ·An
tonio Cerruti, head of OARN, one of Ge
noa's finest ship repair yards. During 
these meetings shipbuilding anc~ ship repair 
pr"oblems were discussed. 

On Friday, Senator ·PuRTELL and Mr. Web
ster went to the home of Prof. Antonio Gior
dano for the purpose of discuss~ng with him 
his views on our recent cargo-preference bill. 
He was recuperating from a recent illness. 
Members of the United States Consulate staff 
had brought to their attention the fact that 
Professor Giordano was in charge of the 
Genoa ·office of a well-known and influential 
economic and financial newspaper published 
in Milan known as "24 Ore." He had recently 
written for that paper an article critical of 
our cargo-preference bill. Since "24 Ore" 
is highly regarded and carefully read by many 
thousands of Italians, it was Senator PuR
TELL's desire to obtain a better understand
ing of the professor's point of . view and so 
afford ·him an opportunity to better appre
ciate our point of view. 

Because Professor Giordano. ·had not re
ceived a copy of the Commerce Department's 
Maritime Subsidy Report, they left with him 
1 of the 2 copies which they thlm had in their 
possession. In addition, - they ~assured- him 
that should .he at any time desire. additional: 
information about our maritime program, 
we would give him what we had available. 
They observed, as .we had in Germany, that 
the main concern our foreign competitors 
have about tpe cargo·-preference bill stems 
from some misunderstanding of its pro
visions and a· lack· of information as to the 
size merchant fleet which our Government 
believes we must necessarily .maintain. Here, 
too, they found a certain amount of concern 
that other nations would use the cargo-pref
erence bill as an excuse to enact discrimi
natory maritime legislation. 

To summarize certain of the more impor
tant c0nclusions reached by Senator PuRTELL 
as a result of his various meetings and dis
cussions in Italy, the following: · 

1. As of September · 1, 1954, · ·generally 
.speaking, · the Italian shipyards were facing 
a serious crisis due to lack of ·work. They 
were working at approximately 30 percent of 
full capacity. The major shipbuilder, An
saldo, is government-owned and · controlled. 
. It is apparently true that material cost in 
Italy is higher than ·in any other ·European 
country. Some sources estimate that a Lib
erty ship could be built in Great Britain for 
approximately 30 to 35 percent less than in 
rtaly. However, other sources estimate that 
this difference · is ·less,- between '10 to · 27 per
cent.- lea.ving aside subsidies in effect·and the 
new .. Italian - law ., ·hereinafter discussed. 
Some sources· estimate that at least one-half 
of this difference .is ·due to . Italy's. higher 
material cost, with the remainder ,.attribut
able to higher labor post. _ 

2. One of the most disturbing things 
brought to the attention of Senator PuRTELL 
and Mr. Webster was the large number of 
Communist labor leaders-employed in Italian 
shipyards. The' .Communists apparently had 
received little discouragement from manage
ment. Evidently it was the thought of some 
segments of Italian management that this 
hands-off policy would insure labor .peace. 

Without elaborating in this report, ·suffice 
to 'say that, the domination of labor unions 
by Communists in shipyards where offshore 
procurement orders have been placed did not 
pass unnoticed. 

3. On July 17, 1954, an Italian subsidy law, 
known as the Tambroni law became effective. 
It is designed to encourage the building of 
oceangoing tonnage in Italian yards. Its 
benefits are extended to people of other coun
tties, as well as to Italian nationals. Be
cause of its recent enactment, there is con
siderable doubt as to the details of how it 
will operate. Nonetheless, it is expected that 
the Tambroni law will encourage many peo
ple who would have built ships in other 
countries to place their orders in Italy. 

The Italian Government seems to believe 
that in the next 10 years Italy can modernize 
her merchant fleet, while at the same time 
raising her gross tonnage from the present 
figure of 3 .7 million tons to· 5 million tons. 
This would be an increase of 1.5 million tons 
over that which she possessed before World 
War II. This would require constructing 2.3 
million tons of shipbuilding for Italian ac
count in the next 10 years, or approximately 
230,000 tons per year. At present the capac
ity of all Italian shipyards is rated at 300,000 
tons per year. · 

Mr. Tambronl, the pre:::ent . Minister of 
Merchant Marine, apparently hopes to at
tract a substantial amount of .foreign con
tracts in order to keep the Italian yards at 
the necessary level of business activity. In 
considering his approach to the problem, it 
should be noted that the Italian Government 
controls 80 percent of Italy's shipbuilding 
industry and is saddled with 12 billion lire 
per annum carrying and other charges. With 
this background, one can better understand 
why Italy enacted the Tambroni subsidy law 
(No. 522 of July 17, 1954). The Government 
seems to have calculated that at 66 percent 
of capacity Italian yards can revis·e their cost 
factors . toward a set of lower unit rettl'rn 
figures which wilL not only make ·· the yards 
competitive with their foreign . counterparts 
but will also absorb · the . Government's 
b"Qrden. 

The Tambtoni law is designeq to stimu
late orders for· ship constructiqn and ship
repair work within· a specific 'perfod of time; 
Sh1powners will ·be granted exemptions from 
custom's duties on imported raw materials 
'and finished and ' semifinished products used 
iii building and repairing ships. Exemption 
from the Italian general sales tax on·internal 
business transaction will be granted. As a 
spur to speedy utilization of this program, 
the subsidy will be decreased 10 percent each 
year. · 

Under the Tambronl law the subsidies will 
be given directly to the shipyards, not to the 
:>hipowners. The law states that there is no 
limit to the amount of repair or building 
contracts which will be aided by its provi:.. 
sions. Any unused subsidy funds set aside 
by the Government in any particular year 
may be carried forward to succeeding years. 

4. The effect of the McCarran Act U}:\O~ 
seame:q. and therefore upon the, !taliai). mer
chant marine was the subject ·of frequent 
discussions held by Senator·PURTELL and Mr. 
Webster while they were in·.Jtaly. Generally 
.speaking, there _appears to be a great deal· of 
resentment by the Italians concernJng this 
.law. ·I am -attaching as enclosure H copies 
of 2 articles which appeared in -Italian pub
lications. in July and August 1954 dealing 
.with the McCarran Act's seamen . visa provi
siops. . - : · · ' , · . . . _ . 

Senator PURTELL and Mr. Webster left 
Genoa Friday evening, September 10, for 
Paris. Sunday morning they boarded the 
North Star Express and arrived at The Hague 
late that afternoon. They were met by Mr. 
Andrea G. Ronhovde (the Embassy's Deputy 
Chief of Mission) , Mr. Howard R. Cottam 
(the Embassy's Counsel for Economic Af
fairs), Mr. Thomas McCraine (maritime at
tache for the American Embassy, in London), 
and Mr. Peter Apeille (maritime attache for 
the American Embassy in London). 
· . That evening during and after dinner at 
the Cottam residence, they received a gen
eral briefing on the Dutch shipbuilding pic-

ture from Mr. Elvin Sibert (United States. 
consul general, Amsterdam), and Mr. Paul J. 
Reveley (United St.ates consul gell.eral, Rot
terdam). 

On September 13, Senator PURTELL and Mr. 
Webster, accompanied by Consul General 
Reveley, Mr. McCraine, and Mr. Abeille, 
visited the Rotterdam Drydock Co. (the 
Rotterdamsche Droogdock Mij) . In 1953, 593 
vessels of 2,315,000 gross tons underwent re
pairs in this yard. Th~ flagship of the Hol
land-Amerika Lijn, the Nieuw Amsterdam, 
was constructed in this yard, which is hoping 
to construct a new passenger vessel for the 
Holland-Amerika Lijn at a cost roughly esti
mated to be approximately 100 million guil
'ders. This yard is presently operating at 
close to full employment, 5,000 workers being 
~m the job. . 

In their tour of the Rotterdam Drydock 
Co.'s magnificerit yard they were accom
panied by its director, Mr. Knape. Senator 
PURTELL's brbad background in American 
·heavy industry and in the allied fields of 
metallurgy and machine tooling was re
marked on several times by Dutch ·officials. 
More than once they volunteered their ap-_ 
preciation of his understanding of their 
production processes and problems. 
· That afternoon, Senator PURTELL and Mr. 
Webster visited the C. Van der Giessen & 
Sons yard near Rotterdam. This yard has 
5 building berths capable of handling up to 
32,000 deadweight tons. Its activities are 
limited to new construction, although occa
sionally it has done some reconditioning 
work. Since World War II some 30 vessels 
have been delivered and another 15 are in the 
course of construction or on order. The 
bulk of the yard's output consists of 
medium-sized . cargo and passenger vessels: 
As with many of the other_ Dutch yards, it 
has constructed vessels for owners in other 
countries, including Argentina, Finland, 
France, Norway, ·Switzerland, and the United 
States. . ·, _ · · 

That evening at the home of Ambassador 
H. Freeman Matthews, Senator Purtell and 
Mr. Webster met the following peopre, many 
_of whom hold positions of great in:fiuence in 
Dutch maritime affairs: · 

Dr. D. G. w~ Spitzen (Secretary-General, 
Ministry of Transport and Waterways) . 

. Dr. J. Q. Bas Backer (Director, Western 
Hemisphere Department, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs). 
· Mr. W. L. de Vries (Director-General of 

Shipping, Director.ate General of Shipping). 
Mr. E. A. Plate ·(Chief, Directorate Industry 

·and Wholesale Ministry of Economic Affairs). 
Mr. Th. van der Graaf (Secretary of Direc

torate .for Shipbuilding and Repairs). 
Mr. J. W. Hupkes (director of the Kon. Mij 

"De Schelde" N. V.). · 
' Comdr. J. W. A. Langenberg (Kon. Mij 
·"De Schelde" N. V.). · · · · 

Dr. P. van der Toorn (dire,ctor, Holland- · 
America Line) . ( . · · · · 

Mr. s. van West (managing director, Dock 
& Shipyard Co., "Wilton-Fijenoord"): ' 

Mr. E. A. Vreede (secretary 'to Netherlands 
Shipowners' Association). · -

Mr. F. E. Straatemeier (United States 
Lines) . · · " ·- · " 

Mr. Peter van der Giessen (director N. V. c. 
v. c:l· Giessen ·& .Zonen's Shipyards). 

Mr. A. Knape (director of the Rotterdam · 
Drydock Co.). 

Dr. D. A. Delprat (director Shipping co. 
"Nederland"). 

Mr. -J .- van Tilburg (deputy to Rotterdam 
burgomaster) . 

Mr. Frank ·c. Grismer (Director FOA Mis
sion). 
_ Mr. Andreas G. Ronhovde (Deputy Chief 
of Mission) . · 
M~. _Howard R. Cottam (Counselor for Eco-

nomic Affairs) ! · . 

- , Mr. ·Elvin Sibert (consul general, Amster-
dam). · 

Mr. Paul J. Reveley (consul ~eneral, Rot
terdam). 
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Mr. Harold H. Rhodes (first secretary). 
Mr. Thomas McCraine (maritime attache, 

American Embassy, London). 
Mr. Peter Abellle (maritime attache, Amer

ican Embassy, London) . 
Mr. Robert A: Brand (second secretary). 
Mr. Robert Donhauser (Public Atiairs Of

fice). 
Commander M. B. Davis (assistant naval 

attache). · 
Mr. Oliver M, Marcy (second secretary). 
This reception provided Senator PURTELL 

and Mr. Webster an excellent opportunity to 
discuss with these leaders in Dutch shipping 
our cargo preference bill, their ship construc
tion costs, their maritime labor situation, 
and other shipping problems. We under
stand that this was the first Embassy gath
ering at which so many major Dutch shipping 
interests were in attendance. 

As a result of their visit to Holland, brief 
as it was, Senator PURTELL and Mr. Webster 
concluded: 

1. From a competitive point of view, the 
shipyards of Holland appear to be ready, 
willing, and ' able to compete on at 
least an equal basis with the yards in any 
other European country. However, it should 
be noted that Holland has lost some business 
to Germany and appears to consider' that 
country its strongest European shipbuilding 
rival. In view of the fact that the Tambroni 
law is so new, it is conceivable that Italy 
:q1ight well establish itself as a strong com
petitor for the position of shipbuilding su
premacy presently held by Holland. 

2. The labor situation in Holland, in r_ela
tion to that in other European countries, 
is very good. Labor strife is relatively rare; 
the labor force apparently is receptive to 
improved productive processes; and Hol
l .and's quantity of skilled and experienced 
shipbuilding labor is large. In this connec
tion, it should be noted that Dutch ship
builders are somewhat concerned about the 
difficulty of obtaining apprentices or train
ees. Their labor problem appears to be one 
of shortage rather than surplus. 

The stability of the Dutch labor situation 
is evidenced by the fact that apparently 
some yards are willing to enter into fixed
price contracts if they can be completed 
within 18 months. 

3. In addition to vessel construction and 
repair, most of Holland's shipyards are ex
tensively engaged in performing work for 
other industries. Thus, these yards which 
are reported to be the best equipped in 
Europe, are apparently using their ingenuity 
and initiative in order to obtain maximum 
utilization of plant and facilities. 
· On Tuesday, s ·eptember 14, Senator PUR
TELL and Mr. Webster sailed from Holland 
for England. They arrived in London that 
evening. The next day they conferred with 
Rear Actin. A. L. P. Mark-War~:l.law, R. N. (re
tired), (president of the executive commit
tee, International Cargb Handling Coordina
tion Association), Mr. Rex. B. Shepheard, 
C. B. E. (director, the Shipbuilding Confer
ence), Mr. Winthrop G. Brown (deputy to 
the Minister for Economic Affairs, American 
Embassy) and Mr. Thomas McCraine. 
Among the matters they discussed were the 
International Cargo Handling Coordination 
Association Conference r€cently held in 
Naples, Italy; the McCarran Act's seamen 
visa provisions; the cargo preference bill; 
and the state of shipbuilding in the United 
Kingdom. Rear Admiral Mark-Wardlaw 
gave Senator PURTELL various publications 
relating to the Naples Conference. * • • I 
call your attention in particular to the fol
lowing articles which appear in the attached 
copy of the Journal of Commerce, Interna
tional Cargo Handling Conference number, 
published June 25, 1954: 

1. Some Iinpressions of the Naple_s Confer-
ence, by Charles Birchall. · 

2. A ·stevedore's Point of View, by G. Slr
taine. 

3. Some Problems of Administration (of 
the Ideal Port), by B. Nagorski. 
. 4. New Cargo Cranes at Hamburg, by Dr. 
Hans Neumann. 

That evening, Senator PuRTELL and Mr. 
Webster left London and arrived in Glasgow 
the next morning._ The_re they visited two 
of the United Kingdom's finest and best
known shipyards, the Fairfield Shipbuilding 
& Engineering Co., Ltd., and John Brown & 
Co., Ltd. 

At the Fairfield yard they conferred at 
some length with the managing director, 
Vice Adm. A. W. Langley-Cook, C. B., C. B. E., 
D. S. 0., managing director, Fairfield Ship
building & Engineering Co., Ltd. At the 
John Brown yard that afternoon they met 
and conferred with the following gentlemen: 
Mr. J. W. Begg, financial director; Mr. John 
Rannie, shipyard director; Mr. J. H. John
~ton, general manag~r. engine works; Mr. 
A. N. Benson, secretary; Mr. J. B. Bucher, 
head of gas turbine department. . 

Unfortunately, Sir James M. McNelll, 
K. C. V. 0., managing director of the John 
Brown yard whom they had hoped to meet, 
was absent. 

The Fairfield Shipbuilding & Engineering 
Co., Ltd., has six berths. It is capable of 
constructing vessels up to 1,000 feet in 
length. Over the years, it has excelled in the 
production of warships, passenger and cargo 
vessels, tankers and ore carriers. John 
Brown & Co., Ltd.'s yard has seven berths 
and is capable of constructing vessels ex
ceeding 1,000 feet in length. Its annual out
put capacity is approximately 90,000 tons. 
Some of Britain's finest passenger vessels 
have been constructed in this yard, as well 
as high-grade refrigerated cargo vessels, 
tankers, cross-channel steamers, and train 
ferries. 

On Friday, September 17, Senator PuRTELL 
and Mr. Webster left Glasgow for Dublin. 
They arrived in the latter city Saturday 
morning. That afternoon during lunch with 
Ambassador and Mrs. William Taft they not 
only discussed various maritime matters, but 
also many others in which the two countries 
have mutual interests. The seamen visa 
provisions of the McCarran Act and our 
cargo-preference bill were, of course, the sub
ject of extensive discussions between Sen
ator PURTELL, Ambassador Taft, and members 
of the Ambassador's staff. 

While Senator PURTELL was in Dublin 
he met and conferred with various high
ranking members of the Irish Government, 
some of whom he had worked with at the 
Interparliamentary Conferen-ce in Vienna. 

I am attaching as enclosure K certain 
material gathered by Senator PURTELL con
cerning shipping and shipbuilding in Ire
land. It is, indeed, worthy of note that the 
Harland & Wolf yard in Belfast, the largest 
shipyard in Ireland, has recently constructed 
the Southern Cross, a beautiful 20,000-ton 
liner. You might recall that this fine vessel 
was built for the Shaw Savill Line and was 
launched by the Queen last August. This 
vessel is somewhat unique among passenger 
vessels in that her boilers and engines are 
installed aft. She is designed to carry 1,200 
passengers in tourist-class accommodations. 
She will carry no cargo on her four voyages 
arourid the world each year. It is planned 
that she will link Britain with South Africa, 
Australia, and New Zealand. 

Senator PuRTELL and Mr. Webster returned 
to London on September 21. While there 
they conferred with Ambassador Aldrich. 
They also held a brief conference with Mr. 
J. Hancock, London representative for the 
Scuth Pacific Steamship Lines . . 

Later that afternoon, accompanied by Mr. 
Thomas McCraine, they visited the offices 
of the Chamber of Shipping of the United 
Kingdom. There they conferred at length 
with its president, Mr. J. c. Denholm, c. B. E. 
president; its vice president, Mr. A. I. Ander- . 
son: (chairman, Orient Steam Navigation 

Co.); its general manager, Mr. H. E. Gorick, 
C. B. E.; and its assistant manager, Mr. 
R. G. Malloch Brown. These gentlemen were 
deeply concerned about our cargo-preference 
bill. Senator PURTELL and Mr. Webster tried 
to answer all of the questions raised by 
these gentlemen. However, they were un
able to answer to their own satisfaction one 
or two of the matters raised by the repre
sentatives of the Chamber of Shipping and 
gave assurances that the Department of 
Commerce would be asked to supply the in
formation desired. Steps have been taken 
to secure this information and upon its 
receipt it wlll be forwarded to Mr. Denholm. 

As Senator PURTELL discovered when he 
was in Genoa discussing the matter with 
Professor Giordano, the representatives of· 
the Chamber of Shipping had not been fur
nished copies of the Commerce Department's 
Maritime Subsidy Policy Report. Copies of 
this important document have been for
warded to Mr. Denholm. 
. Senator PuRTELL reports that after visiting 
~he British Isles he reached the following 
conclusions, among others: 

1. Shipbuilding costs are now about 4 
times as high in 1939 and approximately 
twice as high as in 1945-46. There are no 
signs of a reduction or even of stabilization; 
and increases in shipyard wages and steel 
prices further aggravate this proplem. Brit
ain's budget in 1954 made some concessions 
to shipowners as to other industrialists by 
the introduction of the 20-percent invest
ment allowance. 

However, as in this country, the accrued 
tax-free depreciation goes but a little way 
toward meeting replacement costs, and the 
balance must come from borrowing or from 
profits, if any. British shipowners seem 
agreed that the solution to their problem is 
to revise the existing system of taxation, and 
particularly the system of assessing depreci
ation allow:mces on the basis of or~gin,al cost 
without referring to higher replacement cost. 

2. Britain's merchant fleet, while not as 
obsolete as this country's, is nonetheless 
composed of many· vessels of 20 years of age. 

3. In an article appearing in .the Septem
ber 13 issue of the Times, the :following 
statements seem pertinent and authoritativ.e: 

"Although British shipowners are having 
to meet increasing competition from foreign 
flags, including those of countries with 'arti
ficial :fleets' either State-subsidized or fi
nanced by foreign nationals, and although 
British shipbuilders now face severe compe
tition from foreign shipyards-particularly 
in Germany-some significant comparisons 
may · be made from the figures set forth in 
Lloyd's Register shipbuilding returns. In 
respect of the amounts of work under con
struction in the United Kingdom and abroad 
at the end of June (the most recent date for 
which figures are available) it can be seen 
that the British figure of 2,195,000 tons gross 
represented 38 percent of the world total
an increase of 3 percent over June last year. 
Germany was still the leading foreign com
petitor, with 12 percent of the total, followed 
by the Netherlands, Sweden, France, the 
United States, Japan, and Italy, in that 
order. 

"Tonnage under construction overseas 
showed a substantial fall of 260,000 tons 
from the previous midsummer, compared 
with a rise of 72,000 in the United Kingdom 
during the same period. This divergence 
may be attributed to the fact that the world
wide decline in the placing o~ new orders 
has had a more immediate effect on foreign 
yards, particularly those in Western Europe, 
since they have a higher productive tempo
largely due to three-shift working-and a 
smaller backlog of orders than most Brit
ish yards • • • 

"While foreign shipyards are now bidding 
more keenly for new orders than at any time 
since the end of the war, some Elf them are 
helped substantially by various economic 
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devices. In France and Italy there are di· 
1·ect State subsidies, while in Western Ger· 
many there are taxation reliefs and low rates 
of interest on loans. In some of the Scan· 
dinavian countries and. in the Netherlands 
there are long-term credit provisions backed 
by the State or by municipalities. British 
shipbuilders enjoy no such artificial aids 
and their existence elsewhere makes com· 
petitive pressure all the stronger. The ship· 
building conference has stated on behalf of 
the industry as a whole that while it has 
never sought direct State assistance it looks 
to the Government of the day to create con· 
ditions in which private enterprise can 
fiourish. 

"Since the war British shipbuilders have 
spent heavily on the modernization and re
equipment of their yards. Some of them 
are now as well-armed for the competitive 
struggle as their foreign rivals. But on the 
labor side of the industry the situation is 
somewhat different. On the continent 
longer hours, lower real wages and piece
work rates, shift working round the clock, 
and an absence of strict demarcation between 
various jobs are the general rule; and for
eign shipbuilding employers· can· there
fore make the fullest possible use of their 
physical equipment." 

In closing, let me express for Senator 
PuRTELL, Mr.. Webster, and myself our appre
ciation of the opportunity afforded us to 
visit the various countries we did and par
ticipate in the many interesting events 
which I have discussed in this letter. We 
feel that as a result of our trip we have a 
much better understanding of the views ·of 
our friends in the various European coun-: 
tries we visited. In addition, we believe 
that those with whom we discussed Amer
ica's maritime policies have a better and 
more sympathetic appreciation of the m·any 
serious problems we face in this field. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 

Chairman, ·senate Water Transporta
tion Subcommittee. 

~ ---------

Rinaldo Burrus Page, a Man Devoted to 
North Carolina 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SAMUEL J. ERVIN, JR. 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I have 
prepared a brief statement regarding the 
late Mr. Rinaldo Burrus Page, of Wil
mington, N. C., and his valuable contri
bution to his adopted State. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RINALDO BURRUS PAGE, A MAN DEVOTED TO 

NORTH CAROLINA 
On February 2, 1955, death marched into 

the ranks of North Carolina's most useful 
citizenry and claimed a distinguished busi
ness and civic leader, Mr. Rinaldo Burrus 
Page, publisher of the Star-News newspapers 
of Wilmington. 

He was the first chairman of the North 
Carolina State Ports Authority and a Wil
lllington civic leader for 25 years. 

A native of Columbus, Ga., Mr. Page began 
his newspaper experience on his father's 

paper, the Columbus Ledger. He attended 
Emory University and the University of 
Georgia. After service in France in World 
War I, he returned to the newspaper busi· 
ness, coming to Wilmington in 1927 as presi· 
dent and publisher of the Wilmington Morn· 
ing Star, later acquiring the Wilmington 
News. 

Following years of undivided interest in 
the development of his city and the Cape 
Fear region, Gov. R. Gregg Cherry named 
Mr. Page to the chairmanship of the newly 
created ports commission in 1945. Mr. Page 
had long been a leading spokesman for the 
development of better ports in North Caro
lina, and with the passing of time, my State 
will realize even more the wisdom and cour· 
age that he possessed. 

His contribution to his fellowman was not 
limited to the newspaper and ports fields. 
He devoted himself to progressive civic duty 
in many areas. 

Once convinced that a cause was just, Mr. 
Page was never satisfied with anything ~ess 
than complete success-a clear-cut challenge 
and priceless heritage for his lineage and 
associates. 

He wrought well and left a lasting impress 
upon the annals of our generation. 

------- :;;_ 
Results of McGregor Poll on National 

Issues . 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. HARRY McGREGOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, under 
permission to extend my remarks, I 
would like to place in the RECORD the 
results of a questionnaire I sent to the 
citizens in the 17th Ohio District. I am 
proud to represent this district in the 
Congress of the United States. The 
questions were concerned with major 
national and international problems 
facing Congress today. 

I regret I could not send a question· 
naire to each of my constituents in the 
district, but I believe the replies I have 
received are the opinions of a cross sec· 
tion of those I represent. 

Question sheets were sent to almost 
every occupational group: Republican 
and Democratic committeemen and 
women, laborers, attorneys, housewives, 
public office . holders and government 
employees, salesmen, retired men and 
women, ministers, college and high
school students, and their instructors. 
Also included are those working in busi
ness and industry, newspaper, radio and 
professional positions. 

Blanks were mailed to individuals and 
reproductions of the questionnaire were 
published in nearly all of the 20 daily 
and weekly newspapers in my district. 

A large percent of the completed 
forms contained comments on the ques
tions which proves to me that the aver
age citizen is interested in the vital issues 
now before this legislative body and is 
anxious to express his views on them. I 
am very pleased so many took the time 
to write and attach letters and notes to 

the questionnaire enlarging upon their 
answers. 

The population in my district is com
,posed of about half rural and half urban 
residents. Nearly all of the labor and 
farm organizations are represented ·as 
well as large and small business. There 
are also 2 colleges and 2 universities. 

It is not often that a Congressman can 
obtain a true picture of such an evenly 
divided district, but through the ques· 
tionnaire method, I feel I have gained 
the majority opinion of those I represent. 

The questionnaire and the results are 
as follows: ,. ·: !.;d l ' ·e_.,,..,:>'"''''.o\'!~~···<,..•.,1-.' 
QUESTIONNAIRE IN AN ENDEAVOR To LEARN THE 

VIEWS OF THE FOLKS BACK HOME 

Yrs No 

1. Which is your choice on the farm 
Percent Percent 

program relative to price support 
and crop control? 

(a) 100-percent price support 
and rigid crop controL ___ 8 92 

(b) Flexible price support and 
medium crop controL _____ 64 36 

(c) No price support and no 

2. Should w~~~nco~~:Sl.tied-for-sociaf 30 70 

security be eligible for benefits at 
age 60? ___ _ ---------------- _______ 68 32 

3. Realizing the need for a strong na-
tional defense, which do you 
prefer? 

(a) Extension of the present 
draft law __ --------------- 57 43 

(ff) Universal military training_ 42 58 
•!. Do you believe that our present 

foreign policy program is proving 
effective and promoting world 
peace?----------------------- _____ 05 45 

(If your answer is negative write 
yow· own suggestions on the back 
of this questionnaire.) 

5. Do you favor continuation of: 
(a) Technical assistance to 

Europe?------------------
(b) Economic assistance to 

75 25 

Europe?------------------
(c) Military assistance to 

38 62 

Europe?------------------
6. Do you favor continuation of: 

53 47 

(a) Technir.al assistance · to 
Asia?------- -- ----------- - 76 24 

(b) Economic assistance to 
Asia?--------------------- 46 Fit 

(c) Military assistance to Asia?_ 49 51 

Signature -------------------------------
Street ----------------------------------· 
City and State --------------------------
Occupation ------------------------------· 

Please fill out and return this question· 
naire to J. HARRY McGREGOR, Member of Con
gress, 1434 New House Office Building, Wash
ington 25, D. C. 

Percentage distribution of replies to 
questionnaire 

Yes No 

Question 1. Which is your choice on the 
farm program relative to price support 
and crop control? 

(a) 100 percent price support and rigid 
crop control: 

Total replies------------------Attorneys ____________________ _ 
Business, industry, and sales-men ________________________ _ 
Farmers ______________________ _ 
Housewives. _________________ _ 
Labor ______ _____ ----- ________ _ 
Ministers. ____ -- --------------Newspaper and radio _________ _ 
Occupation not given and or-

ganizations ___ --------- _____ _ 
Professionals __ __ _______ ______ _ 
Public office holders and Fed-

n!f~~a~-~~~:'_~:'-~~:::::::::::: 
Teachers _____ ------ __________ _ 
Students ___ ------------ ______ _ 

8 
18 

7 
11 
2 
5 
0 
0 

15 
"li 

7 
15 
6 
9 

92 
82 

93 
89 
98 
95 

100 
roo 
85 
95 

93 
85 
94 
91 
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Percentage distribution of replies to 

questionnaire--continued 

Yes No 

Qu~tion I.-Continued 
(b) Flexible price support and me

dium crop control: 
Total replies .•• ------········-···--Attorneys. __ .... ___________ ---

Business, industry and sales-men ____ ----· _______________ _ 
Farmers _______ ----------------
Housewives.--_---------------
Labor ___ ----------------------
Ministers. __ ------------------Newspaper and radio _________ _ 
Occupation not given and 

organizations---------------
Professionals .•. --------------
Public office holders and Fed-eral employees _____________ _ 

Retired .•• --------------------
Teachers _____ •• ---_.--_-------
Students. ___ . ____ ---.---------

(c) No price support and no crop 
control? Total replies _________ __ ___________ _ 

Attorneys ____________________ _ 
Business, industry and sales-

men ___ ----------------------
Farmers ______ -----------------Housewives __________________ _ 
Labor------------------------ -
Ministers .• _._- -------------- -Newspaper and radio ______ ___ _ 
Occupa~io~ not given and 

orgamzat10ns .. _ -----.----- _-
Professionals. _____ ------------
Public office holders and Fed-eral employees. ____________ _ 
Retired. __ ·----_.-_-----------Teachers ____________ . ___ ___ ---
Students ________________ ---- -• 

Question 2. Should women quallfied for 
social security be eligible for benefits at 
age 60? 

Total replies •• --·-·-------------·--- __ 
Attorneys ___ --------- _______ -_. -------
Business, industry, and salesmen _____ _ 
Farmers----- ______ ----_ •• -----.-------
Housewives •••• _-- ____ ._._------------
Labor ___ ----·_----- ___ ------ __ ---- •.• _ 
Ministers ____________ -------.---------
Newspaper and radio _______ _________ _ 
Occupation not given and organiza-

tions._------------- __ ----- _____ . ___ _ 
Professionals __ -------- _____ .----------
Public officeholders and Federal em-

ployees ____ ---·-._--------------------
Retired. __ ---- ____ ----------------·---
Teachers ________ ••• -------------------
Students. _________ -------- ------------

Question 3. Realizing the need for a strong 
national defE>nse, which do you prefE>r"? 

(a) Extension of tbe present draft law: 
Total replies. __ ---------------Attorneys _______________ _____ _ 
Business, industry, and sales-men ______________________ . __ _ 
Farmers _____ -------- ____ ---- __ Housewives __________________ _ 
La hor. __________________ • __ • __ 

Ministers. __ --------_.--------
Newspaper and radio ________ : 
Occupation not given and or

ganizations __ .. -------------
Professionals_-~ ------------- - 
Public office holders and Fed-

eral employees_._----------
Retired.---_.-------------.---
Teachers •• ---._---_._--- ~-- __ _ Students ______ _________ _ •••• __ 

(b) Universal m'llitary training: 
'l'otal replies.----- ----- -------Attorneys ____________________ _ 
Business, industry, and sales-

men ... __ -------.------------Farmers ...••. __ • _______ .-- ___ _ 
Housewives.------------------Labor ____ ----- _______________ _ 
Ministers_-------- ----- -------Newspaper and radio ______ __ _ 
Occupation not given and or-

ganizations .• - ~ ____ . ________ _ 
Professionals_----- ------- ____ _ 
Public office holders and Fed-

eral employees.-------------
Retired. ___ ._----------------_ 
•reachers_ -------------------- -Students ___ ----- _____________ _ 

Question 4. Do you believe that our pres
ent foreign policy program is proving 
effective and promoting world peace? 

•rota! replies._----------- ____ ---------A ttomeys .. _________ -___ -____ .. __ -----
Business, industry, and salesmen .••••. 
Farmers.------------------------•••• --
Housewives._ •• _ ••• ___ ••• _. __ •••• _ •• __ 

64 
58 

52 
41 
60 
56 
75 
57 

60 
73 

56 
33 
72 
83 

30 
38 

47 
50 
35 
40 
25 
38 

29 
23 

44 
37 
25 
12 

68 
49 
60 
52 
63 
78 
50 

100 

67 
53 

66 
62 
75 
79 

57 
46 

49 
50 
56 
57 
85 
50 

45 
56 

50 
fi4 
60 
55 

42 
42 

47 
32 
38 
50 
11 
50 

44 
43 

47 
54 
41 
45 

55 
52 
55 
39 
51 

3 
42 

48 
59 
40 
44 
25 
43 

40 
27 

44 
67 
28 
17 

70 
62 

53 
50 
65 
60 
75 
62 

71 
77 

56 
63 
75 
88 

32 
51 
40 
48 
37 
22 
50 
0 

33 
47 

34 
38 
25 
21 

43 
54 

51 
50 
41 
43 
15 
50 

55 
« 
50 
46 
40 
45 

5R 
58 

53 
68 
62 
50 
89 
50 

56 
57 

53 
46 
59 
55 

45 
48 
45 
61 
49 

Percentage distribution of replies to 
questionnaire--continued 

Yes No 

Question 4.-Continued 
Labor ___ -----•• -.--.-.--•• ---.-·------
Ministers. ___ -------------------------Newspaper and radio ________________ _ 
Occupation not given and organiza-

tions_- ------------------------------
Professionals _____ --------- ----- -------
Public office holders and Federal 

employees .• _-----------------------
Retired . ____ --------------------------
Teachers._----------------------------
Students ____ --------------------------

Question 5. Do you favor continuation of
(a) Technical assistance to Europe? 

Total replies.--------------------
Attorneys.--- __ --------------
Business, industry, and sales-

men ... ----------------------
Farmers __ ____ -----------------
Housewives-------------------
Labor--- ----------------------
Ministers._---. __ --------- - ---
Newspal)er and radio _________ _ 
Occupa~ion. not given and 

orgamzattons ___ ------------ _ 
Professionals_----------------
Public office holders and Fed-

eral employees ______________ _ 
Retired. _---------------------
Teachers.----- __ ------ _______ _ 
Students_-----------_------ __ _ 

(b) Economic assistance to Europe?· 
Total replies __ --------------------

Attorneys ______ ------ -.- - ____ _ 
Business, industry, and sales-men .. ____ ----- _____________ _ 
Farmers _______ --------- __ -----
Housewives.------------------
Labor-- ---------------- - ------Ministers _____________________ _ 
Newspapers and radio ________ _ 
Occupation not given and or-

Pfo~~~~~;~~:~~================ . Public office holders and Fed-
eral employees _____________ _ 

Retired._------------------ __ _ 
•reachers ___ ------- ___________ _ 
Students. ____ ----- __ __ -- ------

(c) Military assistance to Europe? 
'l'otal replies._--------------------

Attorneys __ ------- ____ _______ _ 
Business, industry and sales-

men __ -----------------------Farmers _________ ---- _______ . __ 
Housewives. ______ --. __ ---_-_ -
Labor_------------------------Ministers. _________________ .: __ 
Newspaper and radio _________ _ 
Occupation not given and or-ganizations __ _______________ _ 
Professionals ______ ------------
Public office holders and Fed-

eral employees~------------
Retired __ ---------------------'reachers. _______ : ____________ _ 
Students. _______________ . ____ _ 

Question 6. Do you favor continuation of-
(a) 'l'echnical assistance to Asia? Total replies __________________ _ 

Attorneys ______ _____ ----------
Business, industry, and sales-

men.------------------ __ ----
Farmers ___ ------ ______ --------
Housewives.------------------
Labor_- -----------------------Ministers _____________________ _ 
Newspaper and radio _________ _ 
Occupa~ion. not given and 

orgamzat10ns .. __ ------- . ___ _ 
Professionals __ ---------------
Public office holders and Fed-

eral employees ____ __________ _ 
Retired~ _______ • ______________ _ 
Teachers __ ---------- _________ _ 
Students. _____ ----------------

(b) Economic assistance to Asia? Total replies ___________________ _ 
Attorneys ______ _____ --- - -----_ 
Business, industry, and sales-

men __ ___ -------------- _____ _ 
Farmers ___ ---------- ____ ---- __ 
Housewives ___________ --------
Labor ___ ----------------------Ministers ____________ ----------
Newspaper and radio _________ _ 
Occupation not given and 

organizations _______________ _ 
Professionals. _________ _______ _ 
Public office holders and Federal employees __________ _ 
Retired_.---------------------Teachers. __ ____ ••• ___________ _ 
Students. __ .; _______________ __ _ 

51 
72 
50 

51 
56 

50 
40 
68 
60 

75 
74 

72 
70 
68 
65 
83 
57 

67 
85 

69 
59 
86 
81 

38 
38 

31 
33 
44 
35 
54 
43 

39 
35 

41 
32 
52 
38 

53 
54 

48 
42 
30 
42 
61 
43 

41 
57 

48 
43 
60 
65 

76 
76 

75 
69 
70 
65 
85 
i5 

63 
80 

69 
54 
85 
82 

46 
40 

42 
41 
44 
44 
64 
43 

44 
44 

59 
40 
66 
40 

49 
28 
50 

49 
44 

50 
60 
32 
40 

25 
26 

28 
30 
32 
35 
17 
43 

33 
. 15 

31 
41 
14 
19 

62 
62 

69 
67 
56 
65 
46 
57 

61 
65 

59 
68 
48 
62 

47 
46 

52 
58 
70 
58 
39 
57 

59 
43 

52 
57 
40 
35 

24 
24 

25 
31 

.30 
35 
15 
25 

37 
20 

31 
46 
15 
18 

54 
60 

58 
59 
56 
56 
36 
57 

56 
56 

41 
60 
34 
60 

Percentage distribution of replies to 
questionnaire--continued 

Question 6.-Co~ti~~~~·-~ q(;.;..~~~- ·~··· .:--- · 

(c) Military assistance to Asia? - Total replies _________________ ._ 
Attorneys ____________________ _ 
Business, industry, and sales-

men ___ ----------------------
Farmers ____ ------- ___ ---------Housewives __ ___________ _____ _ 

Labor---------------------- : .. Ministers ________________ ---- __ 
Newspaper and radio ____ ____ _ _ 
Occupation not given and 

organizations . • ____ ----------
Professionals_--------------- __ 
Public office holders and 

Federal employees _________ _ 
Retired._.·----------------- __ 
Teachers ___ ---_---- ______ -----
Students.-------------------- _ 

Yes No 

_ ...... 
49 51 
54 46 

45 55 
38 62 
36 64 
35 65 
60 40 
43 57 

32 68 
57 43 

53 47 
47 53 
54 46 
58 42 

A Memorial to the Late E. B. Aldrich, of 
Pendleton, Oreg . 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

liON. SAM COON 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, on-April30, 
1953, I introduced a joint resolution en
titled, "To Designate the Lake To Be 
Formed by the McNary Lock and Dam in 
the Columbia River, Oreg., and Wash., 
as Lake Umatilla"; however this bill was 
not acted upon. Today I am intro
ducing a bill asking that this body of 
water be named Lake Aldrich as a me
morial to the late E. B. Aldrich, of Pen
dleton, Oreg. This action is taken after 
a great deal of thought on my part. 
The Umatilla Indians have been immor
talized in our State, as well they should 
be, and it is unnecessary to name any
thing more for them in order to accom
plish this. The Umatilla Indians can 
never be forgotten in eastern Oregon. 

The West is loaded with Indian 
names, practically every State has coun
ties, lakes, and rivers named after the 
Indians but very few counties, lakes, or 
rivers are named after our pioneers. 
Those men and women who had the 
fortitude to make this wilderness and 
sagebrush country into one of the most 
productive areas in the world. I think 
it is high time that we publicly recog
nize these fine men and women who 
made the West what it is today. 

The lake which I am asking be named 
for Mr. Aldrich came into existence 
largely because of his efforts. Ed Ald
rich was untiring in his work for the 
civic welfare. He has left in the North
west, monuments as great as the pyra
mids. It was he who was head of the 
organization that made the first survey 
of the Columbia River for its potential 
powers. It was Ed Aldrich who went to 
Washington and lobbied a few hundred 
thousand dollars for the first Army en
gineers' survey. As a result of that sur
vey numerous locations were found along 
the river for damsites. The final result 
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of that survey is Grand Coulee and Bon .. 
neville, and now McNary Dam. Ed \\fas 
the man who turned the first spade in 
these gigantic enterprises. 

Mr . .Aldrich was a stanch, energetic, 
and active Democrat ail of his life. I 
was born, have lived, and will always 
be a Republican. Therefore it may ap
pear strange to some people that I would 
sponsor legislation to immortalize this 
man's name. Politics has nothing to do 
with it. Mr. Aldrich loved eastern Ore
gon just as I do, and no one man has 
done more for his community than he 
did during his lifetime. He and I may 
have differed often as to what we 
thought was good for our people, but I 
never doubted his sincerity, his loyalty 
to country, or his integrity, and I am 
certain that he never doubted mine. I 
believe that the vast majority of the 
people who benefit from this lake, and 
the project which formed it, will sub
scribe wholeheartedly to the sentiments 
which I have expressed today, and will 
be with me i~ .asking Congress to make 
into law the bill which I am now intro
ducing. 

Postal Salary Increases 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EARL CHUDOF~ 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. CHUDOFF. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD, I wish to include the following 
statement submitted by me to the House 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
in support of an adequate and realistic 
salary increase for postal workers: 

Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen 
of the committee, I greatly appreciate this 
opportunity of presenting my views on pend
ing legislation to provide much-needed and 
well-merited increases for employees in the 
field service of the Post Oftlce Department. 

I had the pleasure last year of support
ing increases which, while admitted small, 
would have given at least some measure of 
relief to these employees and I regret that 
this legislation was given a pocket veto by 
the President. 

I hope that this committee, after consid
eration of the bills before you, will find it 
possible to report the bill H. R. 1592, by 
Congressman MoRRisoN, of Louisiana, and I 
hope that action will be taken promptly so 
that, in the event a further veto results, the 
Congress may have the opportunity to over
ride such veto. 

I am sure I don't have to remind the mem
bers of this committee that it has been 
almost 4 long years since postal employees 
have received a salary increase. As I recall 
it, the last increase granted was effective 
July 1, 1951, and we now lack only 4 months 
of the co_mplete 4 years during which time 
postal employees have received no increases 
whatsoever, while the salaries of those in 
private industry have been increased twice 
and in some cases three times during ·the 
same period. 

I am sure I don't have to remind this 
committee that postal employees generally 
have earned an increase at this time. All 
of us that have had the opportunity to 
look at the budget for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, must have been impressed, 

as I was, with the story of eftlclency whicq 
is carried on page 885 of that weighty docu
ment. I note that mail volume is expected 
to increase another 3 percent in 1956 over 
the current year and this increased volume, 
·like the increases which have preceded it, 
will be largely absorbed by the employees 
of the postal service. I don't think it is 
at all unreasonable that these employees 
expect to be paid for their increased em
ci~mcy. That is a standard operating pro
cedure in private employment and might 
well be adopted by our Federal Government. 

Last year in announcing the withholding 
of his approval of the postal and Federal 
employees• salary increase, the President 
stated in effect that his action was pre_di
ca'ted upon the fact that no postal-rate in
crease was provided to pay for the salary 
increase and that the bill failed to contain 
provisions for a reclassification of postal 
positions. Insofar as a rate increase is con
cerned, I believe that the question of proper 
salaries for the employees of the postal serv
ice is a matter entirely independent of postal 
rates and that there is no justification what
ever for tying these two questions together. 

With respect to the need or desirability 
of a reclassification of postal positions, pos
tal employees with whom I am familiar and 
who have an adequate knowledge Qf the 
problem have convinced me that 'the pro
posal of the Postmaster General as con
tained in the bill H. R. 2987 is at least as 
unsatisfactory as the proposal of last year 
and I cannot help but believe that the only 
way a solid reclassification of postal posi
tions can be arrived at is to refer this matter 
to a joint committee composed of Members 
of both -the House and the Senate, with rep
resentatives of the Post Office Department 
and the employee organizations. I am con
fident that such a committee would arrive 
at a solution which would do justice to the 
public, the Post Office Department, and the 
employees. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the committee will report the bill H. R. 
1592 at an early date so that justice for postal 
employees may no longer be delayed. 

Value of Irrigation , 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. A. L. MILLER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, under -leave to revise and ex
tend my remarks, I am calling to your 
attention the value of irrigation to the 
future growth of our country. 

Last year a drought much worse than 
that which caused the Dust Bowl in the 
thirties parched the lands of Colorado 
and surrounding areas. Soil moisture 
content had shrunk to approximately 
15 percent of normal; precipitation aver
aged about 50 percent of normal; natural 
runoff from the usually abundant snow
pack in the mountains dwindled to 40 
percent of normal, and the streams fed 
thereby became trickles. Crop failures 
and financial ruin seemed inevitable, and 
prayers for rainfall went unanswered. 

Northern Colorado is normally a rich, 
fertile, and productive agriculture basin. 
Its economy and well-being depend al
most entirely upon agricultural crops, 
which, in turn, depend upon the water 
supply from natural precipitation and 

from irrigation. To those farmers in 
this area who were not equipped to irri .. 
gate their croplands, this drought meant 
the loss of an entire year's work, the 
hardship and privation of at least a year 
with no income, the necessity of deplet .. 
ing their investment and retirement sav
ings, and in some cases, complete failure. 
To those farmers in the 615,000 acre area 
served by the Colorado-Big Thompson 
project, the drought of 1954 was a chal
lenge that could be met and beaten. 
Because this project water was available, 
nearly normal farm production was at
tained by these users. Had the project 
water not been available, less than one
half a crop would have been harvested; 
and tr.anslated into _dollars and cents, 
the value of this project water was $22 
million. 

Weather Bureau officials predict the 
record-breaking drought will continue 
throughout 1955, but the· people within 
the area served by the Colorado-Big 
Thompson project know they will have 
over 300,000 acre-feet of water, brought 
from the other side of the Rocky Mowl
tains, available to meet their needs. 

SUCCESS AND FAILURE 

The rich agricultural lands served by 
the Colorado-Big Thompson project, an 
area half as large as the State of Dela
ware, slope eastward from the foothills 
of the Rockies in the northeastern part 
of Colorado. Intensive irrigation de
velopment in this area during the half
century between 1860 and 1910 brought 
the inevitable over-appropriation of the 
available natural stream-flow, and 
growth of these facilities reached a stale
mate. The Colorado-Big Thompson 
project was initiated in 1938 to overcome 
the problem. . 

This project is one of the most complex 
and spectacular the Bureau of Reclama
tion has ever undertaken. For many 
years, the .14,000-foot granite barrier of 
the Continental Divide presented an in
surmountable obstacle to the dream of 
tapping the water-wealthy headwaters 
region of the Colorado River, which lay 
only a few miles to the westward. Amer
ican ingenuity and energy went to work. 
The Divide was pierced by a tunnel 13.1 
miles long, more than 9 feet in diameter, 
and sloping gradually from west to east 
in order to carry the diverted water by 
gravity flow from West Slope to East 
Slope. 

After emerging from the east portal 
of the tunnel, th~ diverted waters drop 
nearly 3,000 feet down the mountain 
slopes, spinning the turbines of hydro .. 
electric plants on their way into 2 ma
jor storage reservoirs to be held until 
needed on the farmlands below, and 
sending out 179,000 kilowatts of criti
cally needed electric power to large areas 
in Colorado, Nebraska, Wyoming, and 
Kansas. 
· Although the project was not yet com
pleted in 1954, the major portion of con
struction had been finished when the 
irrigation season began. The system 
was ready to serve some 400,000 of the 
615,000 acres which ultimately will be 
served when construction is completed 
in 1956. Total cost of the finished proj
ect will be $159.8 million. 

Unlike flood-control projects of the 
Corps ·of Engineers an'd public works 
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projects of other departments of the 
Government, irrigation and recrama
tion projects pay back the· major share 
of their costs with revenues realized 
from the sale of water and hydroelectric 
power. In 1954 alone, sale of power from 
the Colorado-Big Thompson project 
brought in a gross revenue of $2.8 mil
lion, and it is quite safe to assume that 
this annual income will increase yearly 
as the project is completed and the 
functions expand. 

FAU.URE AVERTED 

This storage water meant the differ
ence between success and failure to these 
Colorado farmers. What might have 
been in 1954 without project water at 
hand can best be appraised by com.par
ing what did happen with the effects of 
the worst previous drought year in the 
same area, 1934. In most respects, 1954 
presented greater handicaps to success
ful crop production than did the 1934 
season, and estimates based on 1934 
losses provide a conservative · view of 
what might have happened in 1954. 

In 1934 crop yields totaled approxi
mately $19 million. 

In 1954 crop yields from lands irri
gated under the project totaled $41 
million. 

Translating this $22 million differen
tial into terms of buying power, mul
tiplied by the number of similar irri
gation projects sprinkled throughout the 
17 reclamation States, and the impact 
upon our ·national ·economy is terrific. 

, Practically all manufacturing, trade, and 
· transportation involves agricultural 
commodities; an irrigation water short
age ·affects the entire economy. 

BENEFITS UNLIMITED 

Irrigation has contributed directly to 
the building of cities, to the development 
of fertile acres, to the homes of more 
than 35 million Americans who supply 
nearly half of the entire Nation's demand 
for choice .vegetables and truck crops; 
to the development of a $40 billion an
nual retail market, averaging $1,139 per 
capita-retail sales for the Nation during 
the same year averaged $1,023 per per
son-and to the development of a new 
outlet for the products manufactured in 
our bustling industrial areas of the 
East. 

What has this new market, this new 
development, this growth of our dynamic 
country cost the American taxpayer? 

Money spent by the Department of De
fense during the month of January 
would pay for all reclamation since it 
was started in 1902. 

Money spent to finance our foreign aid 
program for 6 months would pay for all 
reclamation since it was started in 1902. 

On the other hand, money spent 
on reclamation during :fiscal year 1953 
would have financed the Department of 
Defense less than 3 days, or the foreign 
assistance program or the Veterans' 
Administration less than a month. 

Actually, the cost to the Federal Gov
ernment is negligible. Money appropri
ated for power aspects of the projects is 
paid back to the Treasury with interest. 
Money appropriated for irrigation as
pects is paid back without interest. The 
only outlay from the Treasury is for non
reimbursable features, that ~s. flood con-

trol, stream-pollution abatement, recrea .. 
tion, and fish and wildlife propagation. 

The cost of these nonreimbursables is 
more than compensated by the addi
tional Federal tax revenue created by 
reclamation. Based on a sample study 
of 15 selected reclamation projects, in
dividual income taxes paid directly by 
irrigation farmers and by persons di
rectly affected by the project were esti
mated at $800 million. Corporation and 
excise-tax revenues collected from the 
same area total nearly $500 million. 
Cost of these projects totaled $269 mil
lion. In other words, Federal taxes col
lected have exceeded the Federal invest
ment in irrigation features in these proj
ects by about five times. 

Now let us take a look at irrigation 
and reclamation expenditures from the 
standpoint of their justification in our 
budget. Many billions of dollars have 
been spent for flood control, harbors and 
docks, and agricultw·e conservation pay
ments. This money is not returned to 
the Federal Government. I have no 
arguments against these projects, for I 
feel they are an essential part in build
ing a greater America for ourselves and 
our posterity. 

However, the comparison should be 
drawn so that all will know that the 
biggest share of money appropriated for 
irrigation and reclamation projects is 
returned to the Federal Treasury. 

The Corps of Engineers has spent, 
since its inception, more than $7.245 
billion on water-conservation and flood
control projects-nearly 4 times the total 
spent on irrigation and reclamation. 
Money spent by the Corps of Engineers 
is nonreimbursable. 

Total Federal investment in irrigation 
and reclamation projects is about $2.2 
billion. It should not be forgotten, how
ever, that local citizens have been active 
partners-paying partners-in each of 
the projects, and repayment contracts 
are negotiated before work on the project 
is started. 

Reclamation is paying its own way. 
The crops produced on these projects 

add very little to our present surpluses. 
We never seem to have enough vege
tables and fresh fruit to meet our diet 
requirements. These products, together 
with alfalfa and sugarbeets, essential to 
the livestock industries, are the principal 
irrigated farm crops. They are not on 
the surplus list. 

Our investment in irrigation and 
reclamation has paid special dividends. 
We should continue to invest in this field 
as long as there are feasible projects to 
be developed. 

Need for Postal Service Pay Increase 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DANIEL J. FLOOD 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am 

grateful for the opportunity to testify 
on behalf of the proposed increase in 

postal service pay. Such an increase is 
overdue not only in justice to the postal 
employees but also for the sake of long
range economy in the handling of mail. 

Postal employees need a salary in
crease to give them as much real income 
as they received prior to World War II. 
Since 1939 such factors as the increased 
cost of living, higher income taxes, and 
larger deductions for retirement have 
combined to reduce the purchasing pow
er of many classes of postal workers. In 
spite of a series of pay increases, the 
most recent of which took effect in July 
1951, the average postal worker's take
home pay today buys less than it did 15 
years ago. This is especially true for 
supervisors and other employees in the 
higher-income brackets. 

In the past decade and a half the pay 
of the largest groups of postal workers 
has tended to increase less rapidly than 
the pay of production workers in private 
industry. A year ago the Postmaster 
General submitted to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service information 
indicating that between 1939 and 1953 
the average weekly earnings of all full
and part-time unskilled and skilled 
workers in manufacturing industries
up to and including lead foremen-rose 
at a considerably faster rate than the 
earnings of regular clerks and letter car
riers. In addition, it is generally agreed 
that the salaries of executive-level em
ployees in the pos~al service have lagged 
behind the salaries of top-management 
staffs in private enterprise. 

To the extent that differences between 
postal salaries and pay in private in
dustry result from the fact that Federal 
Government employees cannot apply cer
tain economic pressures-for example, 
strikes-available to workers in private 
industry, Congress has a special obliga
tion to view generously the postal work
ers' needs. 

Adequate postal service pay . contrib
utes to long-range economy in the han
dling of mail through attracting better 
employees, reducing turnover, and im
proving the efficiency of people on the 
job. Little question exists as to the 
value of increased pay in the recruitment 
and retention of qualified staff. Al
though salary constitutes only one of sev
eral factors affecting whether or not a 
person takes a job, the Nation cannot 
reasonably expect good workers to ac
cept or remain in positions in the Post 
Office if they can earn more money or 
have more opportunity for advancement 
in similar employment outside the Gov
ernment. When postal salaries fall too 
low, the Post Office must employ less 
efficient workers and devote excessive 
time .and energy to the training of re
placements. 

While we hav~ yet to develop methods 
for measuring wi.th precision the effects 
of pay-levels on the efficiency of workers 
who remain on the job, commonsense 
suggests that services to the public will 
suffer when postal workers must secure 
additional part-time employment, put 
their wives to work, or borrow excessively 
to meet their normal living expenses. 
It is worth noting that of 800,000 postal 
and civil service employees surveyed by 
the executive council of the American 
Federation of Labor last year, about half 
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had outside jobs; am~ about 40 percent 
of those who were married had wives 
who worked. · 

Last year Congress approved an ad
justment in the salaries of postal em
ployees, but the form of the adjustment 
failed to satisfy the President of the 
United States. This year no barrier 
must stand in the way of the needed 
increase in pay. 

Pennsylvania State University, at State 
College, Pa., Will Observe Its lOOth 
Birthday on February 22, 1955 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JAMES E. VANZANDT 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Speaker, Tues
day, February 22, will be an important 
day in the history of the Pennsylvania 
State University when the centennial of 
the Nation's 11th largest university will 
be observed. 

Established under an act of the Gen
eral Assembly in 1855, the Pennsylvania 
State University this year celebrates its 
centennial with a program emphasizing 
its services to the Commonwealth during 
100 years of educational advancement. 

The movement for establishing the in
stitution, first called the Farmers High 
School of Pennsylvania, was started by 
farm leaders who realized that progress 
in agriculture involved the application 
of scientific methods as well as labor and 
fertilizer. 

Thus they planned a school that would 
give instruction in the sciences bearing 
on agriculture and that would operate an 
experimental farm on which the students 
would do all the labor. 

At the time the project for combining 
practical and theoretical education was 
a startlingly new concept. Dr. Evan 
Pugh, the school's first president, ·de
scribed it in his inaugural address: 

We are here for the avowed purpose of 
trying an experiment which has never been 
successfully performed in any country in 
the world. 

Four years after the Governor signed 
the charter, the school opened its doors 
to 69 students .in an incompleted building 
rising from the fields of Centre County. 

Those 4 years had been marked by dis
couraging setbacks. The trustees had 
contracted for a 5-story building costing. 
$55,000 to accommodate 400 students. 

In addition to a State appropriation 
of $25,000, they had in cash $10,000 re
ceived from the Pennsylvania State Agri
cultural Society, $10,000 raised by Centre 
County residents, and $5,000 willed by a 
Philadelphia benefactor. The school was 
located on 200 acres donated by James 
Irvin of Bellefonte. 

The legislature promised an additional 
$25,000 if the trustees could raise a 
matching sum by subscription through
out the State. 

The building was costing more than 
expected and crop failures and a money 

panic prevented the raising of the money 
'needed to get the second $25,000 install
ment from the State. 
. The first students who arrived on 
February 16, 1859, found only one wing 
of the school building completed. Liv
ing conditions at first were crude: light
ing was by lard-oil lamps and construc
tion shacks converted into dining halls 
were cold and drafty. 

There were few books in the library 
and apparatus for instruction in science 
was negligible. Stuqents worked 3 hours 
daily on the school farm and at such 
tasks as clearing stones from the campus 
and making the main building livable. 

Pugh an·ived to assume the duties of 
president 9 months after the school term 
opened. A native Pennsylvanian, he had 
conducted a boys' academy before de
ciding to go to Germany to study. At 
the time he was chosen to head the 
school he was in England where he had 
spent 2 years in agricultural research. 

Wholly dedicated to the idea of educa
cation of the founders of the school, 
Pugh worked without stint to put theory 
into practice, to win support from over 
the State, and to get money from the 
General Assembly. 

In spite of the disruptions of the Civil 
War, Pugh graduated his first class of 11 
students in 1861, won an appropriation 
from the General Assembly and com
pleted the main building in 1863, and 
secured for the school recognition as the 
land-grant college of Pennsylvania un
der provisions of the Morrill Act signed 
by President Lincoln in 1862. 

Pugh and the school's trustees were 
backers of Representative JuSTIN S. 
MoRRILL in his efforts to get Congress to 
pass his bill, and in anticipation of suc
cess changed the name of the Farmers 
High School to the Agricultural College 
of Pennsylvania early in 1862. 

Weakened by overwork, worries and an 
injury suffered in an accident, Pugh died 
in 1864. The next 20 years were to be a 
period of drift and disillusionment dur
ing which the college had five presidents 
who put into effect different programs in 
futile attempts to stabilize the institution 
so precariously started in 1855. 

The problem was developing a pro
gram that combined practical and theo
retical training. Since this goal of edu
cation was almost entirely new, there 
were no models to go by. Pugh's early 
description of the school as an experi
ment was too true. A lot of experi
menting had to be done before a success
ful formula could be evolved. 

Pugh was followed as president by Wil
liam H. Allen, head of Girard College. 
Allen fought off before the legislature 
efforts of other State schools to be 
named land-grant beneficiaries and ob
tained permission for an $80,000 loan 
for the college to pay its debts. 

Allen left to his faculty the job o.f 
working out an instructional program 
that, to comply with the Morrill Act, 
should include training in the "mechanic 
arts.'' But discouraged by the school's 
prospects, he resigned in 1866 and re
turned to Girard College. 

His Successor was John Fraser, who 
had headed the faculty committee work-· 
·ing on the reorganization of the cur
riculum. ne enrollment decline that 

had set in after. the Civil War continued, 
dropping to 30 in 1868. Fraser, differ
ing with the trustees on policy, resigned. 

Fraser's innovations in starting 
courses in technical subjects as well as 
in agricultural science and in abandon
ing the requirement of student labor on 
the farm were dropped by his successor, 
Thomas Henry Burrowes. 

Burrowes, making fun of the "parade 
of the long list of 'ologies,' 'anomies,' and 
'ographies' which grace some cata
logs," restored the emphasis on agri
culture and turned his .students out to 
work the farm as provided for in the 
college's charter. , 

A popular State figure and for years 
a lep.der in the . establishment of the 
common-school system, Burrowes suc
ceeded in checking the enrollment de
cline and in winning friends for the col
lege. He talked up the college in 
speeches over the State and instituted 
a Harvest Home which in its second year 
in 1870 attracted more than 2,000 per
sons to the campus. 
· After Burrowes' de~th in 1871, the 
trustees brought in James Calder, of 
Hillsdale College in Michigan, as the new 
president. He remained 9 years. 

In his first year Calder secured the 
permission of the trustees to open the 
doors of the college to both sexes with
out distinction as to qualifications or 
privileges, and six women attended 
classes in 1872. 

Calder's administration also saw a 
change in name from the Agricultural 
College of Pennsylvania to the Pennsyl
vania State College, enlargement of the 
board of trustees to include represent
atives of the alumni and of: the State's 
manufacturing industries, -and amend
ment of the charter to drop the student
labor rule. 

A growing emphasis on classical stud-
. ies and neglect of the scientific, agri

cultural, and mechanical arts. studied led 
to growing criticism that the college had 
lost sight of the goals of the founders 
and was not living up to the Morrill 
Act. 

Calder resigned to be succeeded by J o
seph Shortlidge, head of a boys' school 
at Concordville. Shortlidge did not get 
along with the trustees, his faculty, or 
students and resigned after 9 months. 

Not since the school's beginnings had 
the fortunes of the school been at such 
a low ebb, Gov. Robert E. Pattison him
self remarking that-

The past history of the State agricultural 
college is not such as to induce the belief 
that· any practical good has or ever Will 
come from it. 

But though no one realized it at the 
time the college was at a turning point. 
The trustees chose as the new president 
George W. Atherton, head of the political 
$Cience department at Rutgers Univer
sity. He was to head the institution for 
24 years of steady growth. . 

Against a proposal of the governor 
that the college's faculty be cut in half 
and that the course of study be made 
exclusively- agricultural, Atherton was 
able to persuade the trustees that the 
school's future depended upon develop
in!?i a pr<,>gr~In: i~ the mechanic arts. 
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Within a few years the wisdo·m of his 

program was seen. The college's enroll
ment picked up, reaching 244 in 1892. In 
1887 Atherton won a $100,000 appropria
tion from the legislature for new build
ings and by 1892 the State had spent 
$305,500 for new buildings and $102,000 
for equipment. · 

A few years later, in 1896, fulfillment 
of the goals of the founders and of the 
Land-Grant Act was seen in the reorgan
ization of the college into 7 schools
School of Agriculture, School of Natural 
Science, School of Mathematics and 
Physics, School of Engineering, School 
of Mines, School of Language and Liter
ature, and School of History, Political 
Science and Philosophy. 

A college spirit was also developing. 
School colors were chosen in 1887 and 
a school song in 1901, the first inter
collegiate football game was played in 
1887, a yearbook was begun in 1889, a 
student handbook appeared in 1895 and 
a weeldy student newspaper was started 
in 1904. 

Toward the close of Atherton's admin
istration trustee Charles W. Schwab 
donated money for an auditorium and 
trustee Andrew Carnegie money for a 
library building. Other new buildings 
at this time included a men's dormitory, 
a dairy building and a main agricultura1 
building. 

When Atherton died in 1906, the presi
dent of the board of trustees, former 
Gov. James Addams Beaver was chosen 
acting president. Beaver saw the en
rollment grow within 16 months from 
800 to 1,151. Beaver turned over the 
administration of the college in 1906 to 
Dr. Edwin Erie Sparks, University of 
Chicago historian. 

No advocate of the ivory-tower theory 
of education, Sparks embarked on a pro
gram of enlarging the college's services 
to make them statewide. His oft
repeated slogan was: "Let us carry the 
college to the people." 

He fought for funds for setting up an 
extension division, getting his first ap
propriation for this purpose in 1913. 
Though a strong supporter of the col
lege's practical education program in 
agriculture, engineering, and technol
ogy, Sparks urged more courses in the 
liberal arts. As a result of his efforts, 
the present School of Liberal Arts was 
formed in 1909. 

The steady progress of the college 
educationally was disrupted by the 
entrance of the United States in World 
War I. It made major contributions to 
the war effort, training 1,500 Army and 
Navy trainees in the Students' Army 
Training Corps, in addition to regular 
students enrolled in military science 
and tactics; turning over laboratories 
and scientific equipment to wartime re
search; and dedicating other resources 
of the college to boosting civilian morale. 

His health broken by his own war 
efforts Sparks resigned in 1920. His suc
cessor, Dr. John Martin Thomas, of 
Middlebury College in Vermont, launch
ed an immediate program for more 
buildings desperately needed because of 
the cessation of construction during the 
war. 

In a 2-year drive for building funds, 
the college secured $1,727,272 in pledges 

by 17,000 alumni and friends of the col-
lege. 

Besides the building program, the 
Thomas administration saw the estab
lishment of a graduate school and a 
school of education, a reorganization of 
the school of agriculture and the forma
tion of a school of chemistry and physics 
from the former school of natural 
science. When Thomas resigned in 
1925, the college's enrollment had reach
ed 3,854 students. 

The new president, Dr. Ralph Dorn 
Hetzel of the University of New Hamp
shire, headed the institution during the 
boom days of the late 1920's, the depres
sion of the 1930's and the war and post
war readjustments of the 1940's. 

Two large-scale building programs 
took place during the Hetzel adminis
tration and a third was planned when 
he died in 1947. The first received its 
impetus from President Thomas' drive 
for funds. When it ended in 1932, the 
college had spent about $5,500,000 for 
buildings. The second, from 1937 to 
1939, involved the expenditure of about 
$5 million by the general State author
ity. 

The depression was a difficult period 
because of cuts in appropriations for 
maintenance and teaching, and World 
War II meant a greater tax on Hetzel's 
administrative and leadership powers. 

Adopting a year-round schedule, the 
college trained thousands of soldiers, 
sailors, marines and aviators in special 
programs requested by the military 
services; put in special courses for train
ing women for work in industry; gave 
instruction to more than 140,000 civilian 
workers in extension classes held over 
the State; and carried on extensive re
search to meet the needs of the war 
effort. 

At the war's end the college was faced 
with a stack of 22,853 applications for 
admission to classes, most of them com
ing from veterans. 

The need was met by utilizing every 
useful nook and cranny for class and 
laboratory space, by using war-surplus 
materials for emergency dormitories and 
classrooms, and by overloading profes
sors with classes and students. 

These devices were those adopted by 
all colleges and universities to handle 
swollen enrollments, but Penn State de
veloped another that received nation
wide attention. 

This device was that of enrolling first
and second-year students at Penn State 
centers, at the State teachers colleges, 
and at private schools in order to make 
space available on the campus for up
perclassmen studying professional and 
techn"ical subjects. Twenty-two schools 
cooperated with Penn State in this pro
gram. 

After Hetzel's death in 1947, James 
Milholland, president of the board of 
trustees, served as acting head of the 
college until the election of Dr. Milton 
S. Eisenhower as president in 1950. 

Milholland started the long-range 
building program that was designed to 
meet the college's needs for the enroll
ment increases predicted for the post
war period. This was a $10 million pro
gram to be carried on under the general 
State authority. 

Reporting on the campus plant in 1954. 
Eisenhower said that the buildings were 
valued at $66 million, and that 58 per
cent, or $38 million, was new construc
tion since 1946. seventy percent of the 
new construction was accomplished 
without the use of tax money. 

For many years there had been a 
growing sentiment that since the Penn
sylvania State College was a university 
in size and in the broad scope of its work 
the word "college" in the name should 
be replaced by the word "university." 
This was accomplished in the fall of 
1953. 

Under Dr. Eisenhower, the onetime 
Farmers' High School of Pennsylvania 
enters its second century as the Pennsyl
vania State University-the 11th largest 
institution of higher learning in the Na
tion. 

In its 100-year span the institution 
has .awarded 53,000 degrees, beginning 
with 11 granted in 1861. The institu
tion now grants about 3,000 annually. 
It has seen its student body increase 
from 119 to 14,000 and its faculty from 
4 to 1,400. Its research program has 
grown from a few dollars spent on 
nursery stock to one costing about $6 
million annually. Through its exten
sion program, its instruction is now given 
on a campus that may be considered 
statewide. 

The untried experiment of the found
ers of the institution in 1855 is now 
acclaimed a resounding success, as evi
denced by the following accomplish
ments of which Penn State is proud: 

The first use of the practicum method 
of instruction on a wide scale, 1866. 

The first soil fertility experimental 
plots in the United States, 1881. The 
only prior fertility plots were in 
Rothampstead, England. 

The first correspondence instruction 
in agriculture. Chautauqua home read
ing courses begun in 1892. Formal cor
respondence courses begun 1898. 

The first organized extension instruc
tion in mining in the United States 1893-
94. First mining bulletin published 
January 1, 1894. 

World's first respiration calorimeter 
for domestic animals, 1902. Prior ones 
were adapted for use with human beings 
only. 

The first college forestry building in 
the United States-Fergie's woodshed. 
1906. 

The first formal training program in 
industrial engineering, 1908. 

The first establishment of student 
gardens as regular practicum training 
1909. 

The first mineral industries experi
ment station, 1919. 

The first organized curriculum in fuel 
technology, 1931. 

The first institute of local government 
in the United States, 1935. 

The first organized curriculums in me
teorology, mineral economics, mineral 
preparation engineering, 1946. 

The first climatometer for studies in 
dehumidification, 1948. 

The first department of biochemistry 
accredited by American Chemical Soci
ety's committee. on professional training, 
April 26, 1950. 
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- The first establishment of a foreign 
training center by an American institu
tion for industrial education, Formosa, 
June 1, 1953. 

The first conference of insurance buy
ers held on a university campus~ 1953. 

Pioneer work in chemical engineering. 
A course in industrial chemistry was 
taught in 1890. 

Pioneer work in safe-dr iving instruc
tion. The first driver-training course 
for high-school students was taught in 
the State College High School in 1933. 
The first training course for teachers of 
safe driving was offered during the sum
mer session of 1936. 

Pioneer conference of dentists and 
oral surgeons, March 15-17, 1943, which 
led · to the founding of tlie American· 
Academy of Cleft-Palate Prothesis, April 
4, 1943, wnich in turn became the 4-meri
can Association for Cleft-Palate Reba-_ 
bilitation. 

Only mineral · industries art gallery in 
the world, established 1930. 

Only mineral industries museum in 
Pennsylvania, established 1930. , 

Only university in the world offering 
courses in Pennsylvania German lan
guage, culture and folklore, 1946. 

Only institution in Pennsylvania giv
ing work in home economics leading to 
the Ph.D. degree. · 

Only institution in Pennsylvania giv
ing work in hotel administration. 
· Only home economics resear ch ·ce11ter 
in Pennsylvania. 

Largest enrollment in home economics 
in the State, at both undergraduate and 
graduate levels. . · 

Largest enrollment of nonhome eco
nomics majors in any land-grant insti
tution in the United States. 

World's largest water tunnel-Garfield 
Thomas Memorial Water Tunnel, test 
chamber 14 feet long, .4 feet in diameter; 
dedicated October 7, 1949. 

Largest engineering, science, and 
management defense and war training 
programs, 1940-45-155,000 enrolled. · 

One of the largest university film li
braries in the East, established 1941. 

Largest flower test gardens in the 
United States; first -approved by All
America Selections Committee for test
ing of new flower varieties before they 
go on the market, spring 1941. · 

A low-temperature laboratory second 
only to that of the United States Bureau 
of Standards. 

F orei~ Qperations Administr~t~OJ:i _ 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
- OF -

HON. HARRISON A~ WILLIAMS, JR. 
OF- NEW JERSEY 

JN TH]l: HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February.18, 1955· 
Mr: WILLIAMS of ·New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to call the atten
tion of the Congress to a matter which 

-I believe has extremely important rami
fications. 

Being a firm believer in a bipartisan 
foreign policy, I . regret that the situation 
I describe below has arisen. The fact 

that issues in this field can be alleged upon, and the Italian Government and the 
to have acquired partisan overtones does American mission accepted his appoint- · 

· not contribute to the building of unity ment-in fact, eagerly approved it. Mr. W 
in our Nation at this critical time. I further reports that his loyalty and security 

check came through. At the final moment 
have engaged in lengthy correspondence· when Mr. w was all prepared to leave, h ad 
regarding the question of partisanship obtained a passport and doctor's certificate, 
in FOA without bringing the matter to he was not appointed. He was informed that 
the attention of the ·congress. Only be- all the clearances necessary · could not be 
cause of the complete failure of the FOA obtained but was given no indication of 
to provide a satisfactory reply, do I now which clearance was withheld. 
feel compelled to make the situation I have suggested to hhn that perhaps an-
known. other candidate with equal or higher qualifi

cations may have been selected for the post-
As a member of the International tion and that this might have accounted for 

Operations Subcommittee of the Govern- the last-minute decision by the Foreign Op
ment Operations Committee last year, erations Administration. However, Mr. w 
numerous allegations of systematic pa- insists that he was the only candidate for 
tronage clearances in the Foreign Opera- the job at the time, which was proven by the 

d · t t' b t t fact that no one was appointed to fill the 
t ions A minis ra Ion were rough o position for several months after he was 
my attention. As a result, I introduced turned down. 
an amendment to the Mutual Security Mr. w has submitted to me a statement 
Act. prohibiting the application of politi- of all his allegations regarding the facts of 
cal tests or criteria in the filling of non- this case, and they go much further than I 
policy positions in FOA. While my have done in this letter. However, the prin-. 
amendment barely failed in the House, cipal assertion he makes is that the sole rea
a similarly worded amendment intro- son he was not appointed to the technical 
duced by Senator HUMPHREY carried in assistance project was the fact that he is a 

member of the Democratic .Party. 
the Senate and through conference and I am a very firm supporter of the technical 
is now a part ·of Public Law 665, 83d cooperation and foreign-aid programs and 
Congress, 2d se~sion~ believe they constitute one of our really posi-

At about the same time as I introduced tive answers to . Communist propaganda. I 
my amendment, I wrote to the Director believe that the technical assistance program 
of FOA about a fellow New Jerseyite who is an outstanding example of America's free 
had come to me and had called to my world leadership. It therefore disturbs me 

greatly that members of my party are appar
attention an example of what he felt was ~ntly discriminated against in appoint-
unwise and unjust personnel practice in ments to nonpolitical technical assistance 
FOA. I . quote my letter to the Director. projects. ' It ·is my -recollection that under 
Incidentally, I · have deleted the gentle_. the previous Democratic administration, the 
man's name for obvious reasons: first two Administrators of ECA were mem-

I am writing you with respect to a fellow bers of the Republican Party. It i-s my un-
derstanding that every Administrator from 

New Jerseyite, Mr. W., who was formerly in Mr. Hoffman to Mr. Harriman has conducted 
the employ of the Foreign Operations Ad-:- h 
ministration. Mr. W. has business connec- t e technical assistance program free of par-

tisan considerations in the appointment of 
tions in my district an_d was in to see me personnel. I am absolutely convinced that 
with respect to a -private matter. During this is the correct policy, not only because 
the course of ou;r conversation he relayed a technical assistance should not be a partisan 
story to me which sounds fantastic. It is program but also because it seems to me to 
as follows: · 

·. On December 12, 1952, Mr. W., left for The be the most efficient way to obtain' top quali-
fied personnel. If Mr. W's statement that 

Hague, Netherlands, as a $50-a-day con- systematic political tests are now conducted 
sultant for the Foreign Operations Admin- as part of· personnel practice in the Foreign 
istration. The original arrangement was for Operations Administration, I believe we in 
3 weeks' work as marketing consultant to the the congress should ·know about this fact. 
Dutch Government. At the conclusion of the Such a practice would, of course, cut there-
3 weeks, Mr. W.'s appointment was extended cruiting potential for technical assistance 
for a 3-month period, ending ,April 1, 1953. projects in half and would, therefore, make 
At the end of this period the appointment for less efficient operation of the Adminis
was renewed for 2 more .months, to June 1, tration. 
1953; and then there was a ~hird extension 
to July 1, 1953. At the conclusion of this I do not believ~ Mr. W desires the position 
time, Mr. W. returned to the United States. mentioned above · any longer. This letter, 
I understand that during his stay in the therefore,' is no~ about his personal situation 
Netherlands Mr. W. worked 6 days. a week ' b·ut r~~her about t~e general p·ractic~s of 
and many more than 8 hours a day in his your agency. · 
efforts to help the Dutch in. improving their You will · note that this letter stated 
marketing techniqpes. I -am enclosing . 
mimeographed copies .of the letters of .com- that in this case "all necessary clearances 
mendation received from a few Dutch organi- ': had been obtained for Mr. W's appOint
zations which would -indicate that Mr. W.'s ment, but that for unspecified reasons 
stay in the Netherlands was highly sue- he was not appointed to a technical as-
cessful. . sistance job which had no political as
. Mr. W reports that sometime during July pec.ts. In response to the letter quoted 
he was approached by an official of the For-
eign Operations Administration and asked ·above I received a letter from the For
to take a job as marketing consultapt to eign Operations Administration which 
the Italian Government. He was personally indirectly implied that Mr. W. was not 
interviewed by a staff member of the Rome appointed because the position for which 
mission who requested that the appointment he had applied ·had been abolished. 1 
be made immediately. During the course of have strong reason to belfeve that was 
waiting for this appointment, which to Mr. W not th~ fact and that while the position 
appeared to be assured, he took the highly 
responsible step of attending a · language was not filled, recruitment for it contin
school at his own expense to learn Italian. ued for many months after Mr. W. had 
The contract between him and the Italian been turned down. The question I raise 
Government was prepared; salary was agreed is this: If Mr. · \V's ·allegation· that he 

,· 
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was not appointed because he is a Demo
crat is not true, why did the Adminis
tration find it necessary to deviate from 
fact in replying to me and to· assert a 
position which has not been and prob
ably cannot be ~ubstantiated? 

I answered the letter I received from 
FOA and I quote my reply of August 5 
below: 

Thank you for your letter of August 3. I 
must say I was somewhat disturbed by the 
fact that my" letter of July 6 remained un
answered and unacknowledged for almost a 
month. 
. Apparently there is some mis_interpreta
tion as to the questions I raised in my 
letter.. I specifically said that Mr. W. 
was no longer interested in the position and, 
therefore, my question was whether or not 
his allegations were true. As you recall, 
he alleged that in technical assistance proj
~cts a systematic political patronage ar
rangement prevailed in FOA. My question 
was, am I supporting a program which sys
tematically discriminates against people who 
are identified as Democrats in obtaining po
sitions of nonpolicy levels as well as on 
purely technical jobs under the technical 
assistance program? 

I did not receive a reply to the above 
letter. On December 28, 1954, I again 
wrote to the Foreign Operations Ad
ministration on this problem, · as fol
lows: 

As you undoubtedly recall, Senator HuM
PHREY and I sponsored an amendment to the 
Mutual Security Act of last year which made 
the provisions of section 1005 of the Foreign 
Service Act applicable to the overseas per
sonnel practices of the Foreign Operations 
Administration. This amendment carried 
and is now part of Public Law 665; section 
527, subsection C (1). 

Would yo-u please advise me of the ad
ministrative action you have taken to as
sure the implementation of this legal re
quirement of your personnel practices. I 
would appreciate copies of any amendments 
or additions to manual orders which may 
have ensued or administrative memoranda 
to operating personnel which assure the 
implementation of this amendment. 

I have discussed this matter with Senator 
HUBERT HUMPHREY, and he is also· vitally 
interested in the question and would ap
preciate a copy of your response to me on 
this matter. 

I received the following response from 
the FOA, under date of January 12, 1955: 

In response to your inquiry as to what 
administrative action this agency has taken 
as a result of the application of section 1005 
of the Foreign Service Act to our overseas 
personnel practices, we are pleased to ·in
form you that we have not found it neces
sary to take any spe9ific action by way of 
amendment or addition to existing manual 
orders. 

Section 1005 _of tne Foreign Service Act 
provides in part that in the hiring of per
~onnel for overseas assignments "no polit
ical test shall be required and none shall be 

,taken into consideration." Since it is the 
practice of this agency to select applicants 
for overseas employment purely on the basis 
of professional qualifications, subject, of 
course, to necessary security clearances, it 
has been felt that specific administrative 
implementation of the prohibition in section 
1005 against political discrimination was not 
required. Our key 'enipioyment personnel, 
on the other hand, are fully-conversant with 
the provisions of this section. 

The implications of this exchange of 
correspondence are that if there were 
applications of political tests prior to the 
passage of the amendment I sponsored 
with Senator HUMPHREY last year, this 
practice still continues, since no steps 
have been taken to implement the no
political-tests amendment. I submit 
that political tests were applied to ap
pointments before the passage of the 
amendment and that they have con
tinued to be applied. Evidence of this,. 
in addition to the above-cited case of 
Mr. W.-which, from the material 
I have at hand, appears to be clear
cut-is the report by the Republican 
National Committee quoted in the Con
gressional _Quarterly of February 11 on 
page 132: 

The largest number of placements (by 
the Republican National Committee) have 
been made in the FOA ( 79) • 

In a 6-month period, 79 people have 
been -placed in the FOA by the Republi
can National Committee. The fact that 
a program exists to apply-political tests 
to nonpolicy jobs is a· violation of the 
amendment I sponsored. The additional 
fact that the FOA has been the most lu
crative source· of patronage positions is 
further evidence · that laws are being 
violated in spirit, if not in letter. 

I intend to present this material to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
have merely submitted the record here, 
since I feel that the answers I have re
ceived from the FOA have, through their 
deviousness, been insulting not only to 
me but to the Congress. 

During my recent trip abroad I gath
ered a great deal of information which 
shows that the continuation of this pa
tronage practice in FOA is having a se
rious impact not only on the morale of 
overseas personnel but on the ability to 
recruit technical experts for service over
seas-a job which is very difficult even 
under the best of circumstances. 

In the near future the Congress will be 
considering the continuation and, ac
cording to recent statements, the expan
sion of vital economic and technical as
sistance programs. I feel strongly that 
such programs are imperative to t:he 
United States position in the free world 
and to the preservation of freedom and 
democracy in the face of the widespread 
and unabating Soviet imperialist men
ace. 

But to be successful our economic aid 
and technical assistance programs must 
be administered with wisdom, courage, 
imagination, and -complete integrity. 
Congressional action can make success 
possible but only the best type of admin
istration will make it probable. And yet, 
as of this very moment there is within 
the FOA an office whose function it is 
to place Republican political nominees 
and to apply political tests and criteria 
to all proposed appointments and nomi
nations. Such a breach of faith with the 
Congress certainly failS . to ensure the 
kind of administration which is abso
lutely. essential to the continuing success 
of ·our foreign aid programs and should 
no longer ·be tolerated. 

Lincoln's Philosophy Lives On 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON.THOMASH.KUCHEL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an address which I delivered 
at the Lincoln Day luncheon in Los An
geles, Calif., on February 10, 1955. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LINCOLN'S PHILOSOPHY LIVES ON 
Across otir country this week, people are 

meeting to commemorate the birthday of 
Abraham Lincoln, martyred American pres
ident who saved our Nation and emanci..: 
pated a race. His era in history was one of 
trouble and tribulation. But it was also one 
which beckoned to him to provide an un
selfish and devoted leadership to a high 
cause, and he provided it to the benefit of 
his country in full measure. His was a mar
tyrdom of sacrifice to the cause of freedom. 

Abraham Lincoln's words come hurtling 
down the years: "With firmness in the right 
as God ·gives us to see the right, let us strive 
on to finish the work we are in • • • to do 
all which may achieve and cherish a lasting 
peace among ourselves and with all nations." 

Mr. Chairman, our work remains unfin
ished, and our goal remains the same : peace 
among ourselves and peace with all nations. 
The burden of those labors is 'being borne 
today by a patient, devoted Christian leader, 
dedicated, as Mr. Lincoln was, to peace at 
home-and throughout the world. With deep 
religious conviction, with humility, and 
with native commonsense, President Dwight 
Eisenhower is presently engaged in arming 
America morally, strengthening her economi
cally and militarily, conducting her foreign 
policy skillfully and firmly, all in the for
ward march toward the attainment of the 
selfsame goal which our Civil War Presi
dent set for our Nation. 

Many significant changes have been 
wrought in the past 2 years by our Govern
ment in the conduct and direction of our 
national affairs. 

I believe, and I have often said, that the 
people of our country want clean, strong, 
honest, American Government. Republicans 
want it. Democrats want it. So do our in
dependent citizens. I can give you the as
surance, though I know you do not need it, 
that that is exactly what President Eisen
hower and his administration are giving to 
all of us. 

The record of these last 2 years is studded 
with examples of bipartisan approval of 
presidential recommendations. This is true 
both in the domestic field and in foreign 
policy. It is a record which, I believe, will 
continue in the future. 

On some legislation of singular interest to 
California, I am always proud to remember 
that when the roll of Senators was called on 
passage, Democrats joined Republicans in 
approving our State's request, and we tri
umphed over scattering but vigorous partisan 
opposition. 

Aa a Senator from California, as well as 
a Senator of the United States, I am grateful 
for this chance to summarize and highlight 
a variety of actions that will further our 
progress and brighten our promising future. 

In the past year alone, Congress enacted 
laws that protected the interests of our cot
ton farmers, whose crop now is California's 
leading agricultural commodity; it cushioned 
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the impact on seriously congested schools in 
scores of our communities where thousands 
of additional families were drawn by reason 
of Federal activities and programs. It has 
contributed toward the solution of our con
tinually pressing water problem, undeniably 
a rna tter of greatest concern to our expand
ing economy and development; and it has 
facilitated our commerce through improve
ment of ports along the whole stretch of 
our coastline. 

As a sample of what has been done to 
safeguard our lands and help us utilize our 
resources, let me cite part of the record of 
the 83d Congress: · 

Increased funds were appropriated to speed 
the pace of :flood prevention projects in Los 
Angeles, the northern section of the bay_ 
region, and in the lower Sacramento Valley. 

Dams were authorized to bring about 
greater use of waters in several widespread 
areas of our State, for the benefit of farmers 
and city dwellers alike. 

Construction of additional distribution 
systems was made possible, to carry benefits 
of the Central Valley project to more farm 
areas in the central valleys of our State. 

The outlook for the future is encouraging. 
Recognition of the continuing problem of 

our schools will be made in the present
Congress and hearings on the rna tter are 
now in progress in Washington. Progress will 
be made in our water and power problems. 
In line with the recommendations of our 
Governor, I have introduced legislation for 
the multiple-purpose Trinity-San Luis proj
ect in northern California. Also, in conjunc
tion with colleagues in both Chambers, I 
have proposed Federal assistance for the so
called Tri-Dam project in San Joaquin and 
a bill to assist the people of Ventura County 
in efforts to satisfy their acute water de
mands. 

As a member of the Public Works Commit
tee I look forward to playing an active part 
in shaping legislation to carry out a com
prehensive long-range highway program. 
This measure will enable the Federal, State, 
and local governments to tackle the neg
lected problem of expanding and moderniz
ing roads of all types so our highway net
work may better meet demands of our high
ly mobile population. 

The Federal Government, at long last, has 
become an ally in the fight against a menace 
which endangers an increasing · number of 
communities, air pollution. Just this month 
President Eisenhower again acknowledged 
that the complex problem of checking and, 
we hope, ultimately eliminating smog, re
quires positive participation by national 
agencies. They will make a tremendous con
tribution chiefly in the field of scientific 
research and should speed the efforts already 
under way in various metropolitan areas. I · 
shall endeavor to broaden the program of 
Federal assistance in this field, and I feel 
hopeful that aid will be forthcoming to clean 
up the atmosphere in the cities and towns 
of California and across the Nation. 

Production and employment are increas
ing on a broad front. President Eisenhower 
has prophesied that, within a decade, our 
current annual production level of three 
hundred and sixty billion dollars will in-. 
crease to five hundred billion or more, ex
pressed in dollars of the same purchasing 
power. 

In the first 2 years of the present adminis
tration, Federal appropriations have been 
reduced, Federal personal income taxes and 
excise taxes were cut, the excess-profits tax 
was repealed, governmental controls on oosi
ness were abolished, and 1954 was one of the 
best years, economically, in our history. 

We've made magnificent strides in the field 
of human rights and equal dignity among 
our people in a fashion that would make 
Abe Lincoln proud of us. In this free re
public of ours, the brotherhood of man be
comes an increasingly accepted ·standard of 
decency, and the leadership of our Chief 

phasis, but here- again we can be thankful Executive ·has sttpplied the idealism and the 
intelligence to bring to more of our people a 
rising standard of living in this country of 
free men and free government. 

The cloud on the horizon is the world 
situation. 

With the most painful and heartfelt re
gret, the American people are aware that 
there are those in the world who oppose free
dom and who have been measurably suc
cessful in stamping it out in great areas. 
Human slavery, in its most cruel form, is 
practiced today as a Government policy by 
those countries chained down by Red com
munism. Their current activities, placed in 
the background of their self-proclaimed de
sires, are cause for sober concern by free 
America and by the free world. And it is to 
this question that I desire now to direct your 

· for the e:l.{perienced counsel which the Chief 
Executive can give as a military man. His 
recommendations include, among others, an 
emphasis on modern airpower and new weap
ons, the· elimination of duplication and over
staffing, the acceleration of a program for · 
our own continental defense, and the build
up of a military reserve. Incidentally, they 
include increases in compensation for service 
personnel. When I tell you that only 15 
percent of the Regular Air Force personnel 
are expected to reenlist when their present 
terms expire, I underline the importance of 
increasing the attractiveness of peacetime 
military service. 

attention. · 
Basically, the American people today and 

their Government concern themselves with 
the security of our Nation and an honorable 
peace in our world. Perhaps ·never before 
have they turned as soberly to the contem
plation of our Nation's needs to preserve 
freedom, as they have today. 

We live our lives in a whole new era. 
Solving the problems of freedom in that era 
depends upon our acceptance and under
standing of the new energies which men of 
science have brought forth in our time. The 
needs of the American people in securing 
their freedom must be, and have been, set in 
this background. · 

Several months ago I listened to Admiral 
Carney in Vallejo suggest that the Ameri
can Navy is on its way to complete atomic 
power for its propulsion. Thus, since 1789, 
we have passed successively through periods 
of sailing ships, and steam ships, and diesel 
ships, to at_omically-propelled vessels. Our 
gallant air force is expanding almost daily, 
and piston planes give way to jet-powered 
aircraft. Whereas at the outbreak of the 
Korean war the United States Air Force had 
but 42 effective wings out of a projected 70, 
it has today 121 effective wings out of a 
projected 137, a goal which will be attained 
before too many months have passed, with 
the approval by the Congress to recom
mendations of the administration. Our 
airmen have long since penetrated the sonic 
barrier, and one of their experimental planes 
has :flown 1650 miles per hour, and how 
much faster is the Defense Department's 
secret. An American airman has :flown to an 
altitude in excess of 85,000 feet, and again 
it is a secret how much further up he may 
have gone. The United States Army and 
the Marine Corps likewise have entered upon 
a modern atomic posture of readiness and 
mobility, testifying, without equivocation, 
to our determination to safeguard American 
security. 

Every citizen of this country and his fam
ily may give eternal thanks that the Com
mander in Chief of our defense forces is an 
unselfish and enlightened leader devotedly 
dedicated to peace in the world, partly by 
reason of his own experiences over an al
most entire lifetime as a skilled professional 
soldier. 

In his state of the Union message to the 
Congress early in January, the ·President of 
the United States again stated that our na-· 
tional goals continue to be a just and endur-: 
ing peace, and a realistic worldwide limita
tion of the implements of war. "We main
tain powerful military forces," he said, "Be
cause there is no present alternative-they 
are forces designed for deterrent and defen
sive purposes, able to strike back with de
structive power in response to any attack." 
The defense plans of the United States have 
been under the personal direction of_ the 
President after his own long and contempla
tive study. His recommendations for our 
country's defense will, I prophesy, be given 
the same bipartisan congressional approval 
in 1956 as they were these last 2 years. There 
are a few orofessional disagreements on em-

Meanwhile, in existence or on the draw
ing boards are weapons so appallingly de
structive as to chill one's imagination. In
ternational ballistic missiles-euphemisti
cally termed IBM-will, we are told, travel 
across oceans at unthinkable speed, ad
dressed to targets thousands of miles away, 
with considerable precision and accuracy. 
And while the science of destruction con- · 
tinues its deadly progress among the free 
countries of the world, there is no question· 
that international communism, with the 
brains it has from varying sources at lts· 
disposal, likewise makes progress in this 
same field. 

Recently, the former Chairman of the 
Joint Atomic Energy Committee said: 

"Today, atomic and hydrogen bombs exist· 
in growing numbers on both sides of the Iron 
Curtain. Today-not next year, or the year 
after, but today-the Soviets have both the 
bombs and the planes needed to launch a 
devastating nuclear attack against the cities 
of North America." 

Listen to Winston Churchill as he com
ments on current history: 

"Mankind has never been in this position 
before. Without having improved appreci
ably in virtue or enjoying wiser guidance, it 
has got into its hands for the first time the 
tools by which it can unfailingly accomplish 
its own extermination. That is the point in 
human destinies to which all the glories and 
toils of men have at last led them. They' 
would do well to pause and ponder upon 
their new 1·esponsibilities. Death stands at 
attention, obedient, expectant, ready to 
serve, ready to shear away the people en 
masse; ready, if called on, to pulverize, with
out hope of repair, what is left of civiliza
tion. He awaits only the word of command. 
He awaits it from a frail, bewildered being, 
long his victim, now-for one occasion only
his master." 

There you have a glimpse of the back
ground in which nations of the world may 
decide upon the course to follow in dealing 
with one another. And it is against that 
background that the American people must 
determine the course of their own policy as 
respects our neighbors. Our Government is 
seriously concerned with such a question, 
and the Senate, and the House of Represen
tatives as well, have sat in judgment upon 
phases of it these past several weeks. 

On January 24, President Eisenhower sent 
to the Senate and the House a message in 
which he reiterated that this country's basic 
goal is safeguarding the security of the. 
United States by establishing and preserving 
a just and honorable peace. He then de
scribed, in considerable detail, the serious 
and darkening situation in the Straits of 
Formosa. Suffice to say here, since 1945 the 
islands of Formosa and the Pescadores have 
been occupied by the Republic of China, a 
loyal ally of the American people. Com
munist China, which incidentally still in
carcerates innocent American citizens, an
aounced its determination to invade anc\ 
conquer these islands and bring them 
under the aegis of Red Chinese communism. 
The President emphasized the importance to 
the American people that these islands re
main in friendly hands·. He requested the 
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Congress to adopt a resolution authorizing 
him to employ our Armed Forces as he might 
deem necessary to secure and protect these ' 
islands against armed attack. 

What, my fellow citizens, is the lmpor· 
tance to the American people of Formosa 
and the Pescadores? In the words of the 
President of the United States, those islands, 
in unfriendly hands "would seriously dislo· 
cate the existing, even if unstable, balance, 
of moral, economic, and military forces upon 
which the peace of the Pacific depends. 
It would create a breach in the island chain 
of the western Pacific that constitutes, for 
the United States and other free nations, 
the geographic backbone of their security 
structure in that ocean. With that, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States 
agree." 

I want to recall the words of another great 
American citizen who was a guest of the 
people of Los Angeles a very few days ago. 
Speaking to the 82d Congress on his trium· 
phant return to our couJltry, Gen. Douglas 
MacArthur described the Pacific Ocean as a 
vast moat to protect the United States as 
long as we held it. He spoke of a chain 
of islands in the Pacific which constituted 
for Americans a protective shield. It was 
his powerfully-stated conviction that a 
breach in that littoral defense line by an un
friendly power would make vulnerable each 
remaining segment of it. And then he said, 
"Under no circumstances must Formosa fall 
under Communist control. Such an even
tuality would at once threaten the freedom 
of the Philippines and the loss of Japan and 
might well force our western frontier back 
to the coasts of California, Oregon, and 
"fN ashington.'' 

In the considered judgment of such Amer· 
lean patriots who are qualified to speak, 
Communist occupation of Formosa and the 
Pescadores would seriously endanger the se
curity of the people of the United States 
and would undermine the cause of peace. 

The resolution was debated in the House 
of Representatives and it passed almost 
unanimously with only three Members op
posing it. It was debated at considerable 
length in the Senate. All manner of amend
ments were offered to delimit or restrict the 
President's responsibility. I listened to 
those Senators who advocated restrictive 
amendments or who advocated, indeed, no 
resolution at all. I listened also to the dis. 
tinguished Democratic Senator WALTER F. 
GEoRGE, chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, who urged the adoption of the 
resolution exactly as the President had rec
ommended it. On the basis of all the back
ground and of the Senate debate, I say to 
the people of my State of California, there 
was only one course in my judgment to 
pursue in the cause of American security 
and peace in the world. That was to uphold 
the recommendation of the President of the 
United States. And the Senate did uphold 
the President's recommendati'on, and did so 
overwhelmingly. 

Th;us, for all the world to see, the Presi
dent of the United States and the Congress, 
representing the American people, have taken 
an unequivocal position. It is a position in 
line with our basic foreign policy and com
pletely in consonance with our American 
goal. 

That action was followed a few days later 
by overwhelming ratification in the Senate 
of the Southeast Asia collective defense 
treaty. By that commitment the United 
States, together with Australia, New Zea· 
land, Great Britain, France, the Philippines, 
Pakistan, and Thailand, combined to create 
a protective network of mutual defense, to 
promote security and to strengthen the 
fabric of peace in Southeast Asia and the 
Southwest Pacific. This treaty is designed 
to deter aggression, which means Commu
nist aggression, in that area of the world 
by warning potential a~gressors that an open 
armed attack upon the tenitory of any of 

the parties will be regarded by each• signa. 
tory nation as dangerous to its own peace 
and safety. In such contingency the par· 
ties agree to meet the common danger in 
accordance with their constitutional proc· 
eases. They also agree to consult on meas· 
ures for their common defense whenever the 
territory or integrity or political independ
ence of any of the'm is threatened other 
than by armed attack, which might endan· 
ger the peace of the area. Thus it is indi
cated to communism that its techniques of 
internal subversion would be dealt with ef
fectively. If communism fails to understand 
anything but force and might, then com
munism is forewarned that retribution lies 
in store for it for breaching the peace in 
the future. 

This is the foreign policy of the Govern
ment of the United States. We have now 
added a mutual defense treaty with Nation
alist China. The SEATO treaty in Southeast 
Asia balances our NATO treaty of mutual 
security in Europe. It is a policy based 
upon coming into firm agreement of those 
who, like ourselves, love freedom. It is 
designed to deter Communist aggression and 
the onslaught of Communist slavery. It is 
an enlightened policy of our own self-in
terest consistent with our goal of freedom 
and of peace. There are some in California 
and some in the Nation who, for varying 
purposes, oppose this policy. They are a 
vociferous minority and they are wrong. 
For my part, my friends, I shall continue 
to support that policy as it is carried out 
by the President of the United States. 

When Abraham Lincoln was about to be
come President of the United States in 1861, 
and as he was traveling en route to Wash
ington, he made a statement to 'the Ameri
can people which I repeat as I conclude: 

"If the people shall be lost, it is little to 
any one man • • • but a great deal to the 
• • • millions of people who inhabit these 
United States, and their posterity in all com
ing time. It is your business to rise up and 
preserve the Union and liberty for your
selves, and not for me. I appeal to you 
again to constantly bear in mind, that not 
with politicians, not with presidents, not 
with otnceseekers, but with you is the 
question: Shall the Union and shall the 
liberties of this country be preserved to the 
latest generations?" 

Mr. Lincoln answered history in the 
affirmative. So must we. 

The Challenge to Public Power 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER 
OF OREGON 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on 
February 16, 1955, it was my privilege to 
address the annual meeting of one of 
the most useful groups in our Nation
the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association. This is the organization 
which has done so much to bring the 
blessings of electricity, with an attend
ant higher standard of living, to hun
dreds of thousands of farm families in 
rural America. 

Other Members of Congress, of both 
great political parties, who spoke to this 
highly successful meeting were the Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], 
and Representative H. R. GRoss, of Iowa. 

I addressed the convention, assembled 
in Convention Hall at Atlantic City, N.J., 
on the subject of The Challenge to Public 
Power, reviewing the efforts undertaken 
during the past 2 years by the present 
administration to eliminate or destroy 
the public power program in the United 
States. I had the honor of being intro
duced by my old friend, Lee Wooden, of 
Jewell, in Clatsop County, Oreg., the 
president of the Rural Electric Coopera
tive Association in our own State. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my address to the delegates 
attending the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

THE CHALLENGE TO PuBLIC PoWER 
(Address by Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, 

of Oregon) 
One of the great moments of my career 

was to stan$1 with George William Norris, 
the father of public power in America, when 
he saw Bonneville Dam for the first time. 
He watched the Columbia River surging in
exorably through the Cascade Mountain 
Range, before it thundered over the spillway 
of the long, low dam. 

"I don't think you people in the North· 
west realize what a marvelous resource you 
have in this wonderful river," said Uncle 
George. "Is there any other bounty which 
produces so much good for mankind and yet 
never diminishes in quantity?" 

George Norris is gone now, and the public 
power program which he helped to build 
confronts a major crisis. Yet many times I 
have thought of what he $aid. What other 
resource can light farms, turn factory wheels 
and operate businesses and, at the same 
time, continue in as great an abundance 
as ever before? 

The lighting up of rural America was born · 
of the same forces that started major 
multipurpose projects. The first real elec· 
tric co-op came into being under TV A. To· 
day about 300 of the 1,000 REA's receive all 
or part of their power supply from Federal 
power projects. Truly, rural families have 
a tremendous stake in future resource poli
cies, not only because of potential power 
supply but because of the great i~pact of 
TVA and Bonneville on the rates of private. 
power companies. 

When Bonneville and TV A were started, it 
was like dropping a pebble into a pond of 
high-power-company rates. The effect of an 
abundant, low-cost power supply was imme
diate and far-reaching. The public-power 
yardstick was felt in ever-widening circles, 
forcing down the padded rates in adjacent 
areas. 

For 20 years, the United States Govern· 
ment promoted a program to make the 
rivers of America. the servants of the people. 
I use the term advisedly. I live in a State 
where only 27 percent of our farms had 
electricity in 1933. By 1952, this figure had 
soared to 98 percent. It is practically im
possible to measure this gain other than in 
terms of increased creature comforts, greater 
purchasing power, a higher standard of liv
ing. These are the only proper measure· 
ments. 

Mrs. Neuberger's mother, Ethel Kelty 
Brown, is one of the farm women who had 
no electricity until the programs were begun 
which symbolize the work of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 
Mother Brown has told me what it was like 
to live on a farm without power. It meant 
no refrigeration for the food which was 
cooked. It meant doing that cooking on a 
wood stove, with · the women splitting kin
dling while the men were at their chores. 
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It meant hand-washing farm clothes
which get excruciatingly dirty--:on a cor• 
rugated washboard. It meant carrying a 
Coleman lantern from room to room at night 
when children were sick. 

POWER CHANGES FARM LIFE 

Electricity on the farm has changed all 
this. The vast majority of the farms of our 
country have power today because of the 
Federal power program, because of the 
Rural Electric Administration, because of 
the watchful vigilance and persistent cru
sading of groups like the National Electric 
Cooperative Association. And all this ben
efit has occurred without diminishing the 
natural resources of America. The late J. 
D. Ross, first administrator of Bonneville, 
used to call that dam "an oil well which will 
never run dry, a coal mine that will never 
thin out. • • •" 

Although I am only (sic) 42 years old, I 
come before you today as a man who has 
seen the public power program revolve in a 
full cycle in my region, the Pacific North
west. 

I witnessed the program begin a little more 
than 20 years ago. It was a bipartisan pro
gram-a program advanced by. far-sighted 
men in both major political parties. By 
every possible standard, it was a success. 
As you know, electricity was brought to the 
farms, and at rates which the farmer could 
afford. Industrial payrolls came next, and 
this meant a steady market in town for the 
farmer's crops. Although the Pacific North
west has historically lagged behind the rest 
of the Nation in manufacturing, its expan
sion led the land during the first decade 
that Bonneville power was available. Be
tween 1939 and 1948, the national increase 
in manufacturing employment was 284 per
cent but in the States of Oregon and Wash
ington it was 329 percent. Furthermore, this 
program has been ·generously paying for it
self. Indeed, the annual reports of the In
terior Department actually admit that the 
Columbia River power program is far ahead 
of the amortization schedule in repayments 
to the Government. 

And auxiliary benefits of incalculable 
value were occurring simultaneously. In 
1933, the year Bonneville Dam was started, 
a mere 85,000 tons of cargo moved upstream 
into the reaches of the upper Columbia River. 
In 1953, the · tonnage was 1,375,000. This 
was merely a bonus from the power pr·o
gram. And what are we to say of the thou
sands of irrigated homesteads now being 
wrested from the arid upland desert near 
Grand Coulee, homesteads where ex-GI's and 
their families are making a new start in 
life? 

I stress these benefits that have taken place 
in my own part of the country because I can 
be a little more poignant, a little more 
dramatic, a little more specific about it. 
These things I have seen with my own eyes. 
I was at Grand Coulee when the world's big
gest dam was started. I saw the first water 
gurgling through canals amidst the sage
brush and tumbleweed. I saw the first trans
mission lines stretching out across the waste
land like a steel-legged centipede. 

CALCULATED SCHEME STOPS PROGRAM 

This was a program dedicated to the wel
fare of the United States, yet you of the 
NRECA know what has happened to that 
program. In 1953, the present national ad
x:ninistration stopped it-deliberately, cal
culatingly, grimly. 

The onslaught has occurred on many 
fronts: 

1. Appropriations have been reduced for 
agencies devoted to the wider use of low-cost 
power. 

2. Key waterpower sites, like Hells Canyon, 
have been pledged by the administration to 
private power companies for piecemeal, high
cost development. 

3. New Federal starts have been choked off. 

4. So--called wheeling agreements 'with 
utility corporations have given them control 
of the power supply in many areas. 

5. Attacks upon the public-power prefer
ence clause have imperiled the electric sup
ply of rural electric co-ops and other non
profit systems. 
. 6. A nationwide barrage of propaganda, 

some of it stemming from the Wh~te House 
and executive departments •. has sought to 
indict such undertakings as the Tennessee 
Valley Authority and Bonneville as "creeping 
socialism." 

7. A so-called partnership with private 
utilities has been proposed, whereby these 
companies would. monopolize the revenue 
and energy at Fed·eral power p~ojects. 

I emphasize the partnership because it 
r.epresents today the spearhead of the current 
attack upon public power. The word "part
nership" peppers the President's budget mes
sag.e. It is an appealing word. Yet what 
.kind of a partnership is it? It is a partner· 
ship in which the Government relinquishes 
to private monopolies the powerhouses at 
Federal dams, while the Government con
tinues to finance the nonreimbursable fea
tures, such as fish ladders, floodgates, and 
navigation locks. 

THE MONOPOLY PARTNERSHIP 

We had a partnership in operation. It 
wasn't this kind of partnership. It was a 
legitimate partnership between the Govern
ment and its citizens. Clyde T. Ellis, your 
executive manager, described this partner
ship in a masterful address which he deliv· 
ered a year ago last month at your 1954 con
vention in Miami. Mr. Ellis referred numer
ous times to the Federal-local partnership, 
under which kilowatts were being sold at low 
cost to whatever distributing agency the resi
dents of a particular area preferred. 

It might be a municipal system as in Seat· 
tie. It might be a private power company 
as in Portland. It might be a public utility 
district as in Clark County, Wash. It might 
be a rural electric co-op as in Benton and 
Lincoln Counties, Oreg. These various meth
ods of distribution represented the demo
cratically chosen preference of the men and 
women living in that part of our Nation. 
They made the choice without interference 
by politicians in either the State capital or 
the National Capital, and then the Federal 
power system made available energy from the 
dams constructed on key river networks. 

This was a bona fide partnership, as Clyde 
Ellis made clear. But what is proposed to
day as partnership is no partnership at all. 
It is monopoly and special privilege. For at 
least 50 years, a private stranglehold will be 
given legal sanctity at a great power site, and 
there will be nothing that the men and 
women in that area can do about it, through 
half a century of time. 

We are told the abandonment of public 
power is necessary in the name of Ameri
canism. Yet the preference clause, which 
safeguards the power supply of our rural 
electric co-ops, goes all the way back to the 
administration of Theodore Roosevelt and 
the Reclamation Act of 1906. I refuse to 
believe that the man who led the Rough 
Riders up San Juan Hill was a creeping So
cialist. The inclusion of the preference 
clause in the Bonneville Act was principally 
the work of Senator Charles L. McNary, of 
Oregon. Does the present administration 
want to accuse of socialism the man who was 
Republican minority floor leader in the 
United States Senate for well over a decade? 

In the barrage of propaganda being fired 
at the people over the l!ells Canyon ques
tion, these overtones of patriotism again 
appear. Is it patriotic to abandon the great· 
est hydroelectric site left on our continent 
to the absentee-dominated corporation, 
which will tap only a segment o! the avaiJ
able kilowatts? 

1n different guise. ana other settings. Yet al
most half ~ century ago, Theodore Roose

·velt and his illustrious Chief Forester, Gif
ford Pinchot, confronted a Hells Canyon 
pl'Oblem of theit; own. -1 

Utility companies were grabbing off power 
sites on the mountain rivers of the west. 
Although the Nation had recently set aside 
the forest reserves, no legislation existed for 
the specific protection of these hydroelectric 
power sites. Let Pinchot describe what hap
pened, in his autobiography Breaking New 
Ground: 

"A certain number of forest-ranger sta
tions were applied for ·which were needed less 
for rangers than to give the Government a 
temporary hold on some power site and pre
vent the power octopus from sucking it in. 
• • • Some of these ranger stations we de· 
liberately located -on water power sites, in 
order to insure some forin of government 
control. • • •" 

Contrast this action by Teddy Roosevelt 
and Gifford Pinchot with the shameful re
linquishment of Hells Canyon by the present 
masters of the American Government. 
Roosevelt and Pinchot contrived extra-legal 
machinery to save these power resources for 
future generations. They relied upon a sub· 
i;erfuge. This national ;:tdmin~stration re· 
fuses to use the mach.inery long ago created 
for the purpose-it seeks to hasten the aban
donment of Hells Canyon, John Day, Green 
Peter, and other sites. 

Nor can this be called ln any sense of the 
word a partisan issue. Theodore Roosevelt 
and Pinchot were lifelong Republicans. The 
program which this administration has jet· 
tisoned was, in. many of its concepts, a pro
gram originated by Republicans of the past
Roosevelt, Pinchot, Hiram Johnson, Norris, 
~orah, McNary, and many others. In my 
ow:r;t State, I am a Democrat, but thousands 
of Republicans, on farms and in the cities 
~ssured me that they were loyal to a publicly 
motivated program of resource development 
that had its roots within their own party. 

Under this administration, engineering 
and scientific knowledge have been bent to 
political whims. The 308 report of the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers is 
the master plan for development of the 
Columbia River Basin. Surely if the Army 
ever errs, it is on the conservative and cau
tious side. But the 308 report recommends 
without reservation the erection of a high 
multipurpose Federal dam in Hells Canyon. 

Yet this national administration assures 
us that the 308 report is wrong at Hells Can
yon. Of course, the 308 report, according to 
the administration, is right at Libby Dam 
up along the Canadian border, where the 
prospects for construction are so clouded by 
international disputes that no private power 
company covets the site. So, here, the ad
ministration is willing to promote a Federal 
dam. How can the same engineers, with 
the same transits and the same diamond 
drills, be wrong on the Snake River and right 
on the Kootenai River? It is as if a patient 
told his doctor that the doctor was fight 
about one lung, but wrong about the other. 

INTERIOR POLICIES THREATEN REA'S 

One of the serious blows suffered by REA's 
under the new policies was abrogation of 
40-year contracts between the Interior De
partment and cooperatives in the southwest. 
As a result, the REA's were threatened with 
the bankruptcy or high rates, or loss of their. 
independence. As you know, the original 
destruction of the continuing fund vital to 
these contracts was put through by a former 
Senator from Oregon. I assure you the new 
Senator from Oregon will do everything in 
his power to undo the damage. 

Other corrective measures are also neces
sary, especially against the conspiracy to 
rewrite the formula for allocating power 
costs to make the price of ·Federal power as 

PLAYBACK OF HISTORY high as pr-ivate power. 
Historians ten·us that no issues are really ·I cite these things to indicate how politics 

new. They all have arisen -'?ce!~~:=p_:rhaps __ and _ greed are intruding into p1·ograms 
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which, until the last year or so, were· decided 
by the needs of the American people and not 
by the selfish desires of 1 or 2 utility corpo-
rations. · 

ATTACK BY STEALTH 
As you are well aware, REA funds have 

been cut but not abolished by Congress. 
You have been successful in maintaining 
reasonably adequate loan funds and serv
ices during the past 2 years. But this was 
to be expected. It was forecast at your first 
annual convention by the late George W . 
Norris. He said: "The attack upon REA will 
not be an open assault. The attack will be 
by stealth and treachery because REA is too 
popular to be attacked openly." 

I don't own a crystal ball, ·but occult 
powers are not needed to predict that the 
Hoover Commission will probably recom
mend that REA-as you now know it-be 
abolished. Out of respect for your political 
potency, . they will try to put forth some 
plausible substitute like a Federal . REA cor
poration forced to borrow money from bank
ers at high-interest rates, and run by a 
board of directors and not by the Congress, 
which is now REA's board of directors. 

THAT FEDERAL POWER MONOPOLY 
For nearly 2 years, the administration has 

defended its abandonment of the Federal 
power program by contending that the Na
tion was in dire peril of being suffocated by 
a Federal power monopoly. 

Secretary McKay has uttered this warning 
on many occasions. At McNary Dam on 
September 23, 1954, the President himself 
warned against Federal operation of "a 
gigantic, overwhelming nationwide power 
monopoly." 

On November 4, 1954, Budget Director 
Rowland R. Hughes warned against com
mitting the country to "a policy of establish
ing a nationwide power monopoly." 

Yet this entire argument was refuted by 
the President in his state of the Union mes
sage of January 6, 1955, when he flatly de
clared to the Congress that "Federal hydro
electric developments supply but a small 
fraction of the Nation's power needs." 

On this occasion, the President definitely 
asserted the true facts. Only about 13 per
cent of the energy used in the Nation is gen
erated by the Federal Government. Approx
imately 6 percent spins off the turbines of 
municipal systems, and the remaining 81 
percent from private utility corporations. 

What is monopoly-13 percent, or 81 per
cent? 

Yet for months the American people were 
told solemnly by their highest government · 
officials that they couldn't have any more 
dams like Grand Coulee, Shasta, and Bonne
ville because of the imminent dangers of a 
Federal power monopoly. 

Wasn't it Bernard M. Baruch who said 
that every man had a right to be wrong as 
to his opinions but that no man had a right 
to be wrong as to his facts? 

SUBSIDIZED POWER; ANOTHER MYTH 
Ever since the present national adminis

tration went into office, a conscious and de
liberate effort has taken place to convince 
the people of America that the energy gener
ated at Federal hydroelectric projects does 
not pay for itself. These projects are por
trayed as vast drains on our national Treas
ury. 

For example, Secretary of the Interior Mc
Kay appeared on the CBS Capitol Cloak Room 
TV program October 23, 1953. This colloquy 
took place between him and Mr. Bill Costello, 
one of the CBS panel: 

Mr. CosTELLo. "Well, it's your philosophy, 
then, that the citizen generally should not 
pay the cost of keeping power rates low but 
that the individual consumer should pay the 
actual cost of producing that power." 

Secretary McKAY. "That's right. I don't 
think it's right to subsidize power out in my 
country-for instance in Oregon, Washing-

ton, Idaho, and that country. We shouldn't 
ask for power to be subsidized by the people 
in New England." 

Now if anyone should realize that this is a 
plain and outright misrepresentation, it 
should be Secretary McKay. In the first 
place, his own annual report for 1953 de
clares (at p. 326) that "the repayment (on 
Bonneville) is substantially in excess of 
scheduled requirements." As a former Gov
ernor of Oregon and as a resident of the 
Northwest, the Secretary ought to know that 

. the great Government power projects on the 
Columbia River are returning to the Treas
ury not only the original investment in 
hydroelectric facilities, but also interest and 
operating costs. 

Consider the repayment record on the 
Bonneville Dam project alone. The Govern
ment has invested $128,549,822 in construc
tion costs and operating expenses for Bonne
ville Dam. Although its full span of gen
erators -have been in operation only 11 years, 
the project has .put $48,825,959 into Federal 
coffers from sale of power. In fact, the 
whole Bonneville system-marketing the 
output of all Federal dams on the Colum
bia-has collected gross income of $340,-
565,589 through the sale of kilowatts. 

Yet these fiscal fa.cts are not known today 
throughout the Nation. The other day I 
engaged in a brief and friendly debate on 
the floor of the Senate with Senator NoRRIS 
CoTTON, a fine Republican Senator from New 
Hampshire. He was of the opinion that our 
dams in the Northwest are a drain on the 
taxpayers of his State. In other words, the 
propaganda put out by Mr. McKay and others 
has taken root. Senator CoTTON does not 
realize that the Columbia River projects ac
tually, in the long run, will be an ultimate 
source of financial profit to the Federal Gov
ernment. And I know he is not aware of the 
innumerable products manufactured in New 
England-products like alarm clocks, lee 
boxes, stoves, washing machines, and shoes-
which have· been purchased because thou
sands of rural folks in the Northwest have 
a higher standard of living and increased 
purchasing power through the abundant and 
low-cost electricity made available to them 
on their farms. 

THE BETRAYAL AT HELLS CANYON 
The adage that history repeats itself was 

never more dramatically brought home to 
me than when I was asked a year ago to 
review a book detailing the fight to build 
Grand Coulee Dam, called Hail Columbia. 
This book, written by George Sundborg, a 
former Northwest newspaperman, impressed 
me with the deadly parallel between the 
fight for Grand Coulee and our present day 
struggle for Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Sundberg could not have had the Hells 
Canyon case in mind when he wrote the book 
because he started the work before the Hells 
Canyon struggle commenced. 

But the situations are such close parallels 
they might have been poured from the same 
mold-like the Gold Dust twins that used to 
adorn the soap flake boxes. 

Kettle Falls was a place on the Columbia 
tuver about 117 miles upstream from the 
proposed Grand Coulee damsite. In Mareh 
of 1921-just after the appropriation had 
been secured to core-drill the Coulee site
the Washington Water Power Company be
gan to show interest in Kettle Falls as a site 
for development. On June 20, 1921, a con
tract for exploratory drilling on the Grand 
Coulee site was awarded. Ten days later, 
Washington Water Power filed an applica
tion with the Federal Power Commission to 
construct a dam at Kettle Falls. The Kettle 
Falls dam, located in the proposed Coulee 
reservoir pool, would have lopped off a hun
dred feet from the height of Grand Coulee
with consequent reduction of a million 
horsepower in the big dam's power output. 

A long public debate ensued in which 
spokesmen for a number of Federal and State 

agencies were enlisted to support the power 
company. The pattern included such offi
cial statements as that of the then secre
tary of the Federal Power Commission. This 
gentleman said a dam at Grand Coulee-and 
I quote-"would involve an excessive initial 
investment", which, he said, it was "ex
tremely doubtful could be secured for the 
purpose from any resource." This official 
went on to say of Grand Coulee that the 
FPC license to the power company would be 
granted only for a period of 50 years. "If 
at the end of that time or even before, it 
should become evident that the high dam 
would be a desirable step, the net investment 
of the Kettle Falls development could read
ily be absorbed by the Grand Coulee devel
opment." And, he added, "further inves
tigation of this plan does not seem to be 
necessary." 

It was not until June 23, 1936, that the 
FPC issued an order formally denying the 
Kettle Falls dam permit-nearly 14 years 
after Washington Water Power made its first 
move to block Grand Coulee construction. 

I detail this background only for purposes 
of comparing some of the developments in 
the Grand Coulee and Hells Canyon fights. 
On June 9, 1947, the Army Corps of Engineers 
announced a public hearing would be held on 
plans for development of the Middle Snake 
River. These plans included Hells Canyon 
Dam, which was a key part of its famous 
308 Report on Columbia River development. 
Thirteen days later, the Idaho Power Co. 
applied to the Federal Power Commission for 
a preliminary permit for a new run-of-the
river dam at Oxbow site, some 35 miles up
stream from the Hells Canyon site. Grant
ing of the Oxbow license would forever bar 
construction of Hells Canyon Dam, but 
would preserve the barony which . the Idaho 
Power Co. holds in Idaho. 

Since the Oxbow application. was filed, the 
battle has raged on. We have seen spokes
men for Government agencies and company
front groups pressured to back the com
pany scheme, just as in the days of Grand 
Coulee. Hells Canyon Dam and the whole 
plan. for full development of the Columbia 
Basin was hit hardest by action of Secretary 
of the Interior Douglas McKay in withdraw
ing his Department's opposition to the 
Oxbow license. . 

As recently as last spring we, in Oregon, 
heard the Secretary repeat that the Federal 
budget was too precarious to start new dams. 
He was especially insistent about expendi
tures for Hells Canyon Dam, although when 
campaigning in the Colorado River Basin he 
never mentioned this fiscal situation. In 
Oregon, it was like listening to a hollow 
echo from the corridors of history-shades 
of that former FPC secretary who said Grand 
Coulee involved "excessive initial invest
ment." 

McKay never mentioned that, although 
Grand Coulee has had its full quota of gen
erators in operation only since 1951, it has 
paid into the Federal Treasury over $51 
million toward retiring an eventual power 
debt of $221 million. 

POWER-COMPANY SLOGANS REVIVED 
The parallel between Hells Canyon and 

Grand Coulee is significant. It shows that 
the situations and the arguments are not 
new. The ideas espoused by the Interior 
Secretary on Hells Canyon were merely re
vived from the Grand Coulee fight. It would 
appear that the public-opinion formers 
thumbed back through their book of tricks 
and slogans to pick out the present-day 
arguments. 

But what if the arguments used by McKay 
and other administration spokesmen had 
prevailed in the embryo days of Grand 
Coulee? What would have happened to the 
energy which activated the Hanford works 
and made plutonium available for our knock
out punch in World War II? Where would 
the power have come from for the aluminum 
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to make 50,000 planes a year for our Nation's 
defense? , How would we have started to 
wrest from the desert 15,000 farmsteads for 
ex-GI's and others in the Coulee region? 

Fortunately, the views of those who ridi
culed Grand Coulee as a "white· elephant" 
did not prevail. As a result, America has 
been a better and more secure place in which 
to live. There were men of vision, integrity, 
and courage-men like George Norris, of Ne
braska, and Tim O'Sullivan, from the plateau 
of eastern washington-who were willing to 
carry on in the face of ridicule, deception, 
and pressure. To prevent the warmed-over 
arguments of the 1920's from being used 
against the public-power program today, we 
must keep alive their traditions of battle. 
They knew not the meaning of surrender. 
nor did they compromise Y/hen faced with 
discouragement. 

Many of you may feel that the picture of 
the moment is bleak. But you should feel 
optimistic and proud. You have been in the 
front Jines, blunting the attack. You have 
been hurt in some areas but not beyond 
recovery._ 

It is a far road from a damsite on a tribu
tary to the Columbia where Norris stood that 
day long ago, with the fine spray drifting into 
his face. The prophecy and admonition 
which Norris gave applies today, as it did 
then. He said: "We will come some day, 
perhaps within our lifetime, to the great 
electric age. • • • Since Adam and Eve were 
driven from the Garden of Eden, there has 
never been discovered an element in nature 
with so many possibilities of usefulness and 
pleasure as electricity. We ought to guard 
with jealous care the concentration of water
power in the hands of any combination ·of 
men." 

This is Norris' challenge to us. He is gone. 
We are here. Can we fail this man-and the 
hosts like him-who fought for public power 
when it was considered -a lost cause, when 
the movement was in infancy? The illus
trious Jefferson said, "Each generation must 
make its own fight for liberty." Because 
Norris and his contemporaries won their bat
tle, we cannot rest content. Our own Arma
geddon lies ahead. 

The outcome is in our own hands. 

Lincoln, Eisenhower, and a Republican 
Philosophy for Our Times 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PRESCOTT BUSH 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE SENATE-OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a Lincoln Day address which 
I delivered last Saturday night at Glas
tonbury, Conn. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LINCOLN, EISENHOWER, AND A REPUBLICAN 
PHILOSOPHY FOR OUR TIMES 

(By United States Senator PRESCOTT BUSH) 
In every public speaker's life there come 

two reactions after he receives an invitation 
to address a meeting such as this. First, 
there is the- warm, happy glow when the in
vitation arrives, and he feels that after all 
this time someone is still interested in what 
he has to say. Later, unhappily,· comes the 
descent to the depths, as the time by which 
he must prepare his remarks inexorably ap-

proaches, and he wonders what new mes
sage he can bring his audience. 

In this latter mood, back in Washington a 
few days ago, and thinking of Abraham Lin
coln, whom we honor tonight, 90 years after 
his death, my eyes fell on a newspaper clip
ping I keep below the glass on my desk. It's 
a prayer which James Reston of the New 
York Times reprinted in his column some 
months ago. Let me read it to you: 
"God give us men! A time like this demands 
Strong minds, great heart, true faith, and 

ready hands; 
Men whom the lust of office does not kill; 
Men whom the spoils of office cannot buy; 
Men who possess opinions and a will; 
Men who have honor; men who will not lie; 
Men who can stand before a demagogue 
And damn his treacherous flatteries with-

out winking; 
Tall men, sun-crowned, who live above the 

· fog 
In public duty and in private thinking. 
God, give us men. Amen." 
As I read those lines again one night last 

week, they gave me one part of the message 
I want to bring to you tonight: 

The Republican Party can be eternally 
proud that in two times of crisis in the his
tory of our Nation it gave America two Pres
idents of the stature of Abraham Lincoln 
and Dwight D. Eisenhower. 

Both men, in truth, of "strong minds, great 
hearts, true faith, and ready hands." Both 
above the fog in public duty and in private 
thinking. 

There have been other great Republican 
Presidents. The name of Teddy Roosevelt, to 
mention only one, comes automatically to 
mind. But between Lincoln and none of our 
other great Presidents, including the Oyster 
Bay Roosevelt, have there been such similar
ities as exist between the Great Emancipa
tor and Dwight Eisenhower. 

Many parallels between Lincoln and Eisen
hower could be pointed out. I will mention 
but a few. 

First, most obviously, are the times of na
tional crises in which each bore the burdens 
of office. Lincoln, in his day, was confronted 
with a nation half slave and half free; Eisen
hower, today, struggles with the many grave 
problems created by a world half slave and 
half free. 

Outstanding, next, are their similar great 
qualities as spirit-ual leaders of the American 
people, leaders with a reverent faith in God 
and in the Divine inspiration which gives life 
to the great documents of our history, the 
Declaration of Independence, the Constitu
tion and the Bill of Rights. Both men came 
at times in our history when there was need 
for the fiame of that faith to burn brighter. 

And then there is their leadership in stat
ing the philosophy of the Republican Party 
to which we give our allegiance. 

Political conditions in our times, as in 
Lincoln's day, envelop the political battle in 
a thick smog. Differences between our major 
parties are blurred. Factions mark splits 
within each party. Slogans and labels today 
are used much as they were in Lincoln's time 
to create differences where none exist, or to 
cover up the real differences which honest 
reason and discussion would expose. 

Facing similar conditions in his time, Lin
coln did something about them which we are 
only now beginning to understand. He cut 
beneath the party battle to eternal truths. 
He stated principles, defined differences, and 
clarified issues. No one can read the famous 
Lincoln-Douglas debates or the Lincoln cam~ 
paign speeches without being impressed with 
his patient determination to draw the line 
·between the emerging Republican Party and 
his D~ocratic opponents. 

The same thing is being done today by 
President Eisenhower. A careful reader of 
his state papers and public utterances will 
find within them a growing body of political 

philosophy, a, philosophy suited for our times 
and the Nation's manifold problems of the 
day. 

As modern Republicans, we believe with 
Lincoln that "the dogmas of the quiet past 
are inadequate to the stormy present. And, 
as our case is new, so .must we think and act 
anew." 

And President Eisenhower, while holding 
fast to the fundamentals of our American 
system of government which our opponents 
sometimes forgot and still forget, is thinking 
and acting anew as we come to grips with the 
sometimes bewilderingly complex problems 
we face. 

It is ·significant that our President has so 
often quoted Lincoln's famous statement on 
the nature of government: 

"The legitimate object of government is 
to do for a community of people whatever 
they need to have done, but cannot do at all, 
or cannot so well do, for themselves, in their 
separate and individual capacities. In all 
that the people can individually do as well 
for themselves, government ought not to 
interfere." 

And Dwight Eisenhower has added to that 
statement his own-one which I venture to 
suggest will one day become as famous: 

"In an those things which deal with peo
ple, be liberal, be human. In all those things 
which deal with the people's money or their 
economy or their form of government, be 
conservative-and don't be afraid to use the 
word." 

Together, those statements form the cen
tral core of the p:Qilosophy of our modern 
Republican Party-a party which is alive and 
sympathetic to the human needs of the peo
ple, and a party which, unlike our opponents 
at times, is aware of the dangers to the peo
ple's freedom which lie in overly paternal
istic, centralized government. 

It is a philosophy of progressive modera
_t;ion, as the President has called it, or of 
moderate progressiveness as others name it. 
Whatever it be named, it is a philosop~y 
which strikes a responsive chord in the 
minds and aspirations of the American peo
ple, who find a steady advance along the 
middle of the road to our future more sen
sible and more attractive than frenetic zig
zaggings from left to right and vice versa. 

The Republican Party has come a long 
way in improving its political philosophy 
since I first voted for Charles Evans Hughes 
in New Haven in 1916. It has profited by its 
own mistakes. It has profited by the mis
takes of its political opponents. And, under 
the leadership of President Eisenhower, it 

. reflects the best understanding of the real 
obligations and duties of government that 
we have yet seen in the history of the 
United States. 

Our philosophy recognizes that in this 
complex industrial civilization of modern 
times, the problems of governnrent are more 
complicated and more comprehensive than 
they have ever been before. 

We recognize that there has grown to be 
a greater degree of interdependence among 
our people than ever before. 

We recognize that the security and happi
ness of the American home is the most im
portant basic _asset in American economic, 
political, and social life. 
. We recognize that the happiness and se
curity o~ those homes depends upon jobs. 
It depends upon opportunities and incen
tives to work. 

We recognize that there can be no pros
perity in the truest sense unless there are 
jobs· available for all who are willing and 
able to work. 

So, with these basic facts in mind, the 
Eisenhower administration has undertaken, 
in the past 2 years, to unleash the forces 
which will create this indispensable situa
tion. It has adopted a policy of incentives, 
rather than a punitive attitude, toward labor, 



1955. CONGRESSIONAL RECOR:P- HOVSE 1819 
capital, and management. It has passed leg .. 
islation designed to loosen up the savings 
of the people and put them into constructive 
job-creating enterprises. It has been un .. 
ashamed to state the doctrine that just as 
labor is worthy of its hire, so are the savings 
of the people. 

In matters of taxation, it has adopted an 
incen t ive rather than a punitive attitude. 
And in dealing with private business, it has 
adopted a helpful and understanding atti
tude rather than one of punitive vindictive
ners. And taken all in all, these attitudes and 
policies have resulted in more jobs-more 
jobs than we have ever had before in any 
peacetime period in American history. 

But that is not all. Our policies have 
created a situation and an environment 
which gives tremendous confidence for the 
future. No one could read the President's 
Economic Report of January 19, 1955, with
out being inspired with confidence for the 
future. We recognize our Government's ob
ligation to serve the basic human needs of 
our people; to encourage and promote per
sonal and family security, and we point the 
way to accomplishment of those ends by 
en.!ouragement and stimulation of jobmak
ing private enterprise. 

I have referred to factional splits within 
the 2 major parties today. I sometimes 
think that we Republicans worry so much 
about our own differences of opinion that we 
blind ourselves to the very serious cleavages 
which drive apart the Democrats. From ob-

. servation in the Senate, I can assure you 
that those cleavages exist, although I must 
reluctantly confess that the Democrats, per
haps smarter politicians than we, gloss them 
over as much as possible. And when the 
chips are ·down, their party discipline takes 
command. · 

Nevertheless, we can't blink the fact that 
there are divisions in our Republican Party, 
differences which are particularly apparent 
in the Senate. There has been encourag
ing progress in the early days of the 84th 
Congress towards increasing the unity among 
Republican S:mators. I hope that progress 
will continue. 

And to my Republican friends in Con-
. necticut, I say that we are in need of greater 
unity-greater unity and a spirit of con
fidence. The shock and disappointment of 
losing the Governorship in the most recent 
election has caused some to doubt and 
despair. There 'are some, .I regret to say, 
who fail to realize that in Dwight D. Eisen
hower and the record we are making under 
his leadership the Republican Party has its 
greatest asset since the days of Lincoln. 

Let us look to the future instead of the 
past. And our future as a party is bright. 
I see an overwhelming victory ahead for us 
in 1956. I see that victory because the 
record we are making will be unbeatable
the record both in national affairs and in 
the zealous attention to the interests of 
Connecticut which is being given by your 
entire Republican delegation in the Congress. 

The President ha1;1 the trust of the Ameri
can people. I confidently expect that he 
will run again. In his messages to the 84th 
Congress, he has outlined a program and 
expressed a philosophy which we, as modern 
Republicans, embrace and in which we can 
take pride. It is a program and a philosophy 
for our times, reflecting the hopes and aspira
tions of a great majority of the American 
people. 

The enactment of the program for the 84th 
Congress-and I believe most of it will be 
adopted, although not without heel-dragging 
·and querulous quibbling by our opponents
will add luster to the record made by the 
83d. 

So look ahead. 
Cast off the chains of fear and doubt. Be 

proud of our party and its great leader who 
will surely restore it to the ·hearts and 
affections of ·the American people. 

CI--115 

United Nations Commission on lnterna• 
tional Commodity Trade 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. THOMAS E. MARTIN 
OF IOWA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
on February 11 I had the honor of ad
dressing the Executives Club of Chicago. 
This is an exceptionally fine group, and 
I was more than pleased to have the op
portunity to speak to them. I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the remarks I made plus the full 
documentation of the speech. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in. the REcORD, 
as follows: 

Last month a new United Nations Com
mission, known as the Commission on Inter
national Commodity Trade convened in New 
York. Our Government took a momentous 
step in December of 1954 when the Honor
able Nat King, Acting United States Repre
sentative in the United Nations Economic 
and Social Council released the following 
statement: • 

"At the last session of the Council I stated 
that my delegation hoped to be able to an
nounce at this session whether my Govern
ment would participate in the Commission 
on International Commodity Trade. In this 
connection I am now authorized to make the 
following statement: 

"'The United States Government is not 
now prepared to participate in the work of 
the Commission on International Commod
ity Trade. It wishes for the present to keep 
in close contact with the Commission's work 
as it develops in the hope that it might be 
able to be of possible assistance. The United 
States Government will be prepared to re
examine the question of its eventual par
ticipation after the Commission's terms of 
reference and its scope of activities have been 
defined'." 

I wish to commend the Secretary of State 
and his associates for this action. I regard 
it as the first step in reversing some of the . 
unfortunate economic trends within the 
United Nations which were originally pro
moted by our own Government. 

Our present able delegation to the Eco
nomic and Social Council, headed by the 
Honorable Preston Hotchkis, has had to de
vote a great deal or· its efforts to combat 
proposals which originated in our own State 
Department many years ago. This is un
·fortunate as the Iron Curtain countries are 
presented with an opportunity to sow dis
sension among the free nations when it be
comes necessary for us to cast votes in oppo
sition to proposals sponsbred by friendly 
countries in the United Nations. Yet, if we 
are to remain true to our own economic phil
osophy, we can take no other course. Our 
sins of the past have now returned to haunt 
us. 
· This Commission on International Com
modity Trade is 1 of 2 groups established by 
the Economic and Social Council whose 
activities can have a very profound effect 
upon our economy. The other is the Ad 
Hoc Committee on Restrictive Business Prac
tices. I now intend to trace the establish
ment of these groups to concepts originally 

·formulated by our own Government. 
Our State Department published a docu

ment entitled "Proposals for Expansion of 

World Trade and Employment" in November 
of 1945. The foreword to this publication 
read as follows: 

"Developed by a technical staff within the 
Government of the United States in prepara
tion for an International Conference on 
Trade and Employment and presented for 
consideration by the peoples of the world." 

The thesis of this document was that 
international trade was kept sm-all by four 
factors: 

(1) Restrictions imposed by Governments, 
1. e., tariffs and quotas. 

(2) Excessive price fluctuations in the 
markets for primary commodities. 

(3) Restrictions imposed by private com
bines and cartels. 

( 4) Irregularity and the fear of irregularity 
in production and employment. 

This State Department document pro
posed the formation of an International 
Trade Organization to make recommenda
tions for the removal of the impediments to 
expanding world trade enumerated previ
ously and to implement such recommenda
tions. 

The Economic and Social Council of the 
United Nations, at its first session early in 
1946, adopted a resolution to call an Inter
national Conference on Trade and Employ
ment as suggested in the United States 
proposals. The council also established a 
preparatory committee to prepare an agenda 
and a draft charter for consideration by the 
conference. This preparatory committee 
held its first meeting in London in the fall 
of 1946. Subsequent meetings were held in 
New York and Geneva. 

The international conference, to consider 
the charter, convened at Habana, Cuba, on 
November 21, 1947, and remained in session 
unti.l March 24, 1948. The document which 
emerged from these deliberations is now 
familiarly known as the Habana Charter. It 
was submitted to the Congress in April 1949, 
and was strongly supported by President 
Truman and the then Secretary of State, 
Dean Acheson. 

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
conducted extensive hearings on this agree
ment in April and May 1950. No report was 
ever made by the committee. The State De
partment announced in December of 1950 
that it would not ask the 82d Congress, 
which convened in 1951, to again consider 
agreeing to United States membership in 
the proposed International Trade Organiza-
tion. · 

Although the basic concepts for the char
ter had originated in our own Government, 
it is quite clear that the Congress never 
accepted the document which emerged from 
this series of meetings under United Na
tions auspices. In fact, the State Depart
ment, by its announcement in December of 
1950, clearly showed that it realized the 
futility of asking the Congress to consider 
this subject again. 

I shall now show how the four restrictive 
factors enumerated in the United States 
proposals were incorporated into the char
ter. 

The first obstacle to the expansion of 
world trade outlined in the State Depart
ment's proposals was the restriction on trade 
imposed by governments including tariffs, 
quotas, and exchange controls. Chapter IV 
of the Habana Charter entitled "Commer
cial Policy" dealt with procedures to reduce 
tariffs and to extend the most-favored-nation 
treatment in trade agreements. It also cov
·ered quantitative restrictions and currency 
controls. 

Chapter VI of the Habana Charter 
was entitled ·"Intergovernmental Commod
ity Agreements." This chapter recom
·mended the use of such agreements to elim
·inate excessive price fluctuations in the 
markets for primary commodities and im
plemented the State Department proposal 



1820 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ...::.:HolJSE February 18 

dealing with this subject. The preamble to 
this chapter stated, and I quote: 

"The members recognize that the condi· 
tions under which some primary commod
ities are produced, exchanged and consumed 
are such that international trade in these 
commodities may be affected by special diffi
culties such as the tendency toward per· 
sistent disequilibrium between production 
and consumption, the accumulation of bur
densome stocks and pronounced fluctuations 
in prices. These special difficulties may 
have serious adverse effects on the interests 
of producers and consumers, as well as wide
spread repercussions jeopardizing the gen· 
eral policy of economic expansion. The 
members recognize that such difficulties may, 
at times, necessitate special treatment of the 
international trade in such commodities 
through intergovernmental agreement." 

Chapter V of the Habana Charter was en
titled "Restrictive Business Practices." It 
provided for procedures to eliminate the re
strictions imposed by private combines and 
cartels in the original United States propos
als. In effect it proposed ap. international 
antitrust law. 

Chapter II of the Habana Charter was 
entitled "Employment and Economic Activ
ities." This chapter dealt with the irregu
larity and the fear of irregularity in pro
duction and employment and, again imple
mented the State Department's proposals 
dealing with this subject: 

The proponents of these proposals did not 
wait for the nations of the world to ratify 
the charter for the International Trade Or
ganization. Steps were taken during the 
third session of the Preparatory Committee 
for the Habana Conference which met in 
Geneva in the spring of 1947 to implement 
some of these proposals. 

This Preparatory Committee sponsored 
negotiations for the reduction of tariffs and 
conducted discussions which led to the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade fa
miliarly known as GATT. Although these 
tariff negotiations were sponsored by the 
Preparatory Committee for the Habana Con
ference to implement one chapter of the 
proposed charter and were finally incorpo
rated in the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade, the countries concerned estab
lished a separate organization, which is not 
an operating unit of the United Nations, to 
carry on this work. Other succeeding ses
sions were conducted at Annecy, France, and 
Torquay, England. 

The GATT organization differs from the 
other groups which trace their origin to the 
original State Department proposals. In the 
first place, of the Iron Curtain countries, 
only Czechoslovakia which became a signa
tory to the GATT before she went behind 
the Iron CUrtain is a member. The activi
ties of GATT, by its very nature, are directed 
at the removal of trade barriers and not to 
the imposition of new controls and restric· 
tions. 

There was much criticism in the Congress 
of the GATT because many of us felt that 
no authority had been granted by the Con
gress through the Trade Agreements Act to 
.enter into any such negotiations. The 
Eisenhower administration has scrupulously 
followed the practice of submitting agree
ments to the Congress so that the Congress 
and the executive can work together as in· 
dependent and coordinate branches of our 
Government. 

The provisions of the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade currently are being re
negotiated at Geneva. The President has 
assured us that they will be submitted to the 
Congress for our consideration. For the :first 
time an opportunity will be afforded for 
this agreement to receive consideration on 
its merits by the Senate of the United States. 

I am confident that the Congress and the 
President working together in this way can 
come up with a workable solution to expand-

ing our foreign trade which is the objective 
that we are all seeking. 

The Economic and Social Council pro
ceeded to implement another of the United 
States proposals without even waiting for 
the convening of the Habana Conference. 
This was the proposal which dealt with ex
cessive price fluctuations in the markets for 
primary commodities. 

This United Nations group, at its fourth 
session, recommended, and I quote from the 
resolution: 

"That, pending the establishment of the 
International Trade Organization, members 
of the United Nations adopt as a general 
guide in intergovernmental consultation or 
action with respect to commodity problems 
the principles laid down in chapter VI as a 
whole, 1. e., ·the chapter on intergovernmental 
commodity arrangements • • •; and 

"Requests the Secretary-General to ap
point an Interim Coordinating Committee 
for International Commodity Arrangements 
to keep informed of and to facilitate by 
appropriate means such intergovernmental 
consultation or action with respect to com
modity problems." 

The Interim Coordinating Committee for 
International Commodity Agreements was 
not sanctioned by the Congress. The in· 
terim referred to in the title for this organ
ization was presumably the time interval 
between the formation of this group and 
the ratification of the charter for the Inter
national Trade Organization. The interim 
has continued through 1954, although the 
United States decision not to join the ITO 
was made known in 1950. This organiza
tion which was established at Geneva, has 
now been supplanted by this permanent new 
Commission on International Commodity 
Trade, which met in New York last month. 
While some may feel that this action is un
important, as we were not bound by any 
decisions made· by this interim committee, 
in the opinion of the President's Materials 
Policy Commission, popularly known as the 
Paley Commission, this is not the case. Page 
87, volume I, of its report, which was issued 
in 1952, contained the following statement: 

"The United States has not ratified the 
treaty, but under a resolution the United 
Nations Economic and Social Council is 
bound with other nations to recognize chap
ter VI as a general guide." 

This clearly indicates that, even though 
Congress refused to give its assent to United 
States participation in the International 

·Trade Organization, the Paley Commission 
believed we were bound to accept these con
cepts. I shall now read from page 90 of the 
Paley report: 

"By resolution of the United Nations Eco
nomic and Social Council, a review of chap
ter VI of the Habana Charter is called for 
some time in 1952. This code serves as a 
general guide for efforts of the free nations 
to stabilize materials markets." 

Now let us review together the develop
ments which took place starting in the Gen
eral Assembly late in 1952 which culminated 
in our decision not to participate in this 
new Commission on International Commod· 
ity Trade. 

In November of 1952 the Argentine Gov
ernment presented a resolution of far-reach
ing significance to the seventh session of the 
General Assembly, which was then meeting 
in New York. This resolution was a new im
plementation of the original proposals of our 
State Department whieh had been embodied 
in chapter VI of the rejected Habana Char
ter. I shall now read the operative part of 
this draft resolution. It provided that the 
General Assembly should recommend to 
member states-and I quote--that-

" (a) Whenever governments adopt meas
ures affecting the prices of primary commod
ities entering international trade, they 
should duly consider the effect of such meas
ures on the terms of tr~de of countries in the 

process · of development, in order to ensure 
that the prices of primary commodities re
main in an adequate, just and equitable 
relation to the prices of capital goods and 
other manufactured articles so as to permit 
the more satisfactory formation of domestic 
savings in the countries in the process of 
development and to fac111tate the establish
ment of just wage levels for the working 
population of these countries with a view 
to reducing the existing disparity between 
their standards of living and those in the 
highly industrialized countries; 

" (b) Their governments should refrain, 
unless unavoidably required by .national se
curity in times of war and without prejudice 
to technological research and progress, from 
encouraging the production of any synthetic 
or substitute materials that unnecessarily 
affect the international demand for natural 
primary commodities; 

"(c) Their governments should intensify 
their efforts to reduce restrictions on imports 
of primary commodities." 

It is quite obvious, from what I have just 
read that the purpose of this resolution was 
to establish fixed, rigid international parity 
prices for all of the world's materials which 
could only be supported by heavy outlays 
on the part of the United States. It is also 
apparent that this resolution was aimed at 
discouraging the development of synthetic 
products, particularly synthetic rubber and 
synthetic fibers within the United States. 
'!'his provision directly affects our national 
security. I know that none of us wish to 
again struggle with the problem of providing 
rubber from distant sources which con
fronted us in World War II. 

Representatives from Australia, Belgium, 
Canada, China, France, the Union of South 
Africa, and the United Kingdom opposed 
this resolution as too general in scope and 
open to dangerous interpretations. The 
1952 yearbook of the United Nations sum
marized the objections voiced by these 
countries. Among them were: 

"(1) That a system of international parity 
prices such as that implied in the draft 
could not be instituted unless foreign trade 
were controlled by the state; (2) that such 
a system would make the economic struc
ture more rigid and would not be conducive 
to increased productivity; (3) that there 
were no objective criteria for determining an 
adequate, just, and equitable relationship 
between prices of primary commodities and 
those of capital and other manufactured 
goods; and (4) that it would be better to 
deal with the problem through individual 
commodity agreements as the need arose. 

"They also objected to the recommenda• 
tion that governments should not encour
age the manufacture of synthetic or sub· 
stitute materials. Such action, they held, 
would h,arm the interests of both under
developed and industrialized countries; it 
would also stand in the way of progress, 
from which all, in the long run, would 
benefit. The latter point was also made by 
the representatives of Cuba, Ecuador, and 
Peru." 

After considerable debate within the Gen
eral Assembly and the adoption of several 
amendments, the Argentine resolution was 
put to a vote. It was approved on Novem
ber 29, 1952, with 29 countries voting in 
favor of it, 16 opposing it, and 9 abstaining. 
I am happy to say that our Government was 
among the 16 countries opposed to the adop:.. 
tion of this resolution. The amended reso
lution contained the following provision 
which was not a part of the original Argen
tine draft resolution: 

"Recommends that governments should 
cooperate in establishing multilateral inter
national arrangements relating to primary 
commodities for the purpose of-

" (a) InsurinJ the stability of the prices 
of the said commodities in keeping with a 
reasonable, fair, and equitable relationship 
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between these prices and those of capital 
goods and other manufactured articles; and 

"(b) Safeguarding the continuity of the 
economic and social progress of all countries, 
those producing as well as those consuming 
such raw materials." 

You will note that this provision again 
urges the member governments to establish 
multilateral commodity agreements. 

The amended resolution further provided 
that the Secretary General was to appoint 
a group of experts to study the entire prob
lem · and make recommendations for further 
action to the Economic and Social Council 
of the United ·Nations. Pursuant to this 
resolution, the Secretary General appointed 
five economists whose recommendations 
were transmitted to the Economic and So
cial Council in a report released in Novem
ber of 1953. This report is entitled "Com
modity Trade and Economic Development." 

The report suggested the establishment 
of world buffer stocks and a new interna- · 
tiona! currency which would be based upon 
the monetization of these stoclts. It also 
proposed the negotiation of multilateral 
commodity agreements to cover a group of 
commodities rather than a single commodity. 
There were many other strange proposals 
which were totally incompatible with Amer
ican free-enterprise economic concepts. The 
most important recommendation of the 
committee of experts was that a new trade 
Stabilization Commission be established. 
Now I shall read exactly what the experts 
proposed in this connection. They said: 

"It seems to us that there is at present 
no effective international procedure for dis
cussing and proposing action on the general 
problem of stabilization-a matter which 
transcends the problems of particular com
modities. The present organization is di
rected toward piecemeal action, commodity 
by commodity. We do not think that this 
is sufficient; a general and simultaneous ap
proach to the problem of stability in its many 
aspects is required. It is poss~ble that a gap 
in international organization has here arisen 
unintentionally, through the absence of an 
international trade organization as envisaged 
in the Habana charter." 

This so-called gap in international organ
Ization to which the experts refer, had not 
arisen unintentionally insofar as the Con
gress of the United States was concerned. I 
shall continue reading from the recom
mendations of the experts: 

· ~we therefore propose that the Economic 
and Social Council should establish an inter
governmental commission, which we will 
refer to as the Trade Stabilization Commis
sion. In order to provide permanent repre
sentation for the most important trading 
countries and an adequate rotation of repre
sentation for others, it would probably be 
necessary to have eight or nine member 
governments." 

"The work of the Commission would in
volve exchanges of views between govern
ments on possible types of action to which 
they may not wish to appear publicly com
mitted; and there is a very real risk that 
premature knowledge of the Commission's 
deliberations would produ<:e harmful effects 
in the commodity markets. We therefore 
recommend that, contrary to usual United 
Nations practice, the Commission should 
meet in closed session except when it decides 
otherwise. We would expect that, in addi
tion to the formal meetings, occasions 
would be required for informal exchanges of 
view among the representatives of the mem
ber governments, meeting in private." 

Our Government should not establish an 
international organization in which govern
ments would make proposals to which they 
may not wish to appear publicly committed. 
I subscribe to Pre!>ident Woodrow Wilson's 
doctrine . of. open covenants· openly arrived 
at. I am opposed to private meetings to 
~ 'rig" cp.rp.modity m_arkets. This is essentially 

what the experts propose, We must all real
ize, in discussing these proposals that .repre
sentatives of the Iron Curtain countries 
would be eligible tQ participate in th~s 
Commission. 

The report of the experts and its recom
mendation for this new commission was 
placed on the agenda of the meeting of the 
Economic and Social Coun_cil which con
vened in New York in April 1954, and a reso
lution was introduced by the Argentine Gov
ernment to establish this new commission. 
The comments of our representative to the 
Economic and Social Council, Mr. Preston 
Hotchkis, are most illuminating. I shall 
now read his statement regarding these 
proposals: 

"The problem of marked price instability 
in primary commodity markets is, therefore, 
one with which my Government and all 
governments of the free world must be great
ly con.verned. As to the desirability of re
Q.ucing this instability, there can be no dis
agreement. The problem to be faced is how 
this can be safely accomplished. Devices 
that serve temporarily to reduce price fiuc
tuations must be judged by their poten
tialities for contributing to healthy eco
nomic growth. They may retard rather than 
promote such growth if they interfere with 
long-term price trends and introduce rigidi
ties and restraints that impair the 'elasticity 
of economic adjustment which is fundamen
tal to economic progress. 

"This is a danger which must be faced in 
the consideration of proposals for govern
mental commodity arrangements. This 
danger and the great practical difficulties 
involved in reaching accord on the details 
c;>f any contemplated arrangement largely 
explain why so few international agreements 
involving consuming as well as producing 
countries have hitherto been reached. The 
experts recognize this situation and see little 
prospect of any substantial increase in the 
number of agreements. My delegation 
shares this view. 

"The experts also believe, however, that 
commodity agreements, if properly drawn 
and operated, may be an effective means for 
preventing excessive price fiuctuation. This 
they hope might be obtained if the attempt 
were made to cover several commodities in 
a single agreement instead of relying on the 
inevitably slow and uncertain increase in 
single-commodity agreements. 

"I must confess, Mr. President, that I find 
no ground to justify this hope. The diffi
culties experienced in negotiations relating 
to a single commodity would in my judg
ment be greatly multiplied if we attempted 
to deal with many commodities at the same 
time. Moreover, any agreement covering 
many commodities would inv.olve widespread 
interference with the workings of a free
world economy. It would magnify the dan
ger of diverting production, consumption 
and trade patterns from the channels they 
would be likely to assume under a more 
healthy, competitive and free-enterprise 
system. The net result of such arrange
ments, even if it were practicable to con
clude them, would, I firmly believe, be 
detrimental and not beneficial to economic 
development. 

"The experts extend their proposals for 
comprehensive commodity stabilization ar
rangements by recommending for further 
study a 'commodity reserve currency scheme.' 
If this were an academic seminar we might, 
Mr. President, find some interest in discus
sing the complexities of this by no means 
novel proposal. This, however, is not an 
exercise in which I would care to engage in 
this forum. I see no likelihood whatever 
that my Government would be disposed to 
give this scheme any serious consideration 
in the foreseeable future. I feel sure that 
other delegations will share my view that 
the scheme is i;mpractical. I hope therefore 
that the Council will not devote time and 

energy which might well be spent in more 
useful activities to detailed examination of a 
proposal that would seem to have no chance 
whatever of acceptance by governments. 

"The experts recommend-and this is 
their most specific proposal-the establish
ment by the Council of a Trade Stabiliza
tion Commission. This commission would 
ba concerned with proposals for dealing with 
the problem of stabilization generally. It 
would leave unQ.isturbed the existing inter
national machinery, such as the Interim Co
ordinating Committee for International 
Commodity Arrangements and its associated 
study groups, which provide mainly tor 
action, on commodity by commodity. 

"My. delegation is unable to support this 
recommendation. The proposed commission 
would inevitably exercise the same general 
responsibilities as the old Economic and Em
ployment Commission of the Council and 
might be expected to suffer from the same 
defects. The establishment of a commis
sion charged with responsibility for consid
ering broad questions of economic policy 
would simply invite duplication of discus
sion, since these are questions which the 
Council itself must necessarily debate." 

The resolution introduced by the Argen
tine Government established the terms of 
reference for this proposed new Commission. 
I shall now quote from the resolution: 

"The main task of the Commission shall 
be to examine measures designed to avoid 
excessive fiuctuations in the prices of and 
the volume of trade in primary commodities, 
including measures aiming at the mainte
nance of a just and equitable relationship 
between the prices of primary commodities 
and the prices of manufactured goods in 
international trade. • • •" 

This resolution is designed to establish a. 
system of international parity prices which 
is totally incompatible with our approach to 
foreign economic relations. 

This resolution was adopted on April 30, 
on a rollcall vote of the 18 nations comprising 
the Economic and Social Council. The 
United States was joined in opposing the 
establishment of this new Commission by 
Belgium, Norway, France, and the United 
Kingdom. The Australian delegation ab
stained from voting. The resolution was 
supported by 12 countries, the Argentine, 
Free China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, 
Egypt, India, Pakistan, Turkey, U. S. S. R., 
Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. 

The formation of the Commissison had 
the support of Soviet Russia and Czecho
slovakia whose concepts of stabilizing com
modity markets would certainly be quite 
different from our own. 'l'he resolution as 
adopted deferred th.e actual organization of 
the Commission until the 18th session of the 
Economic and Social Council which con
vened at Geneva in June of 1954. Our dele
gation at Geneva continued its opposition to 
the formation of this Commission and indi
cated that even if we were elected, we might 
not be willing to participate. In spite of 
United States opposition, the Council voted 
to proceed with the organization of the Com
mission with the first session scheduled for 
January 1955. 

The United Kingdom and France voted 
with the United States to delay the organi
zation of the Commission. However, follow
ing the vote in the Economic and Social 
Council both these countries announced that 
they would participate in spite of their op
position. The resolution adopted at Geneva. 
transferred most of the functions of the In
.terim Coordinating Committee for Interna
tional Commodity Arrangements to the new 
Commission on International Commodity 
Trade. The Interim Committee, which was 
only to be . in .existence until the Habana. 
_Charter was ratified, thus has now become 
.a permanent United Nations organ under a 
new name. 
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The announcement of our Government in · 

which we declined to participate at the first 
session of this new Commission included · 
this statement: "The United States Govern
ment will be prepared to reexamine the ques
tion of its eventual participation after the 
Commission's terms of reference and its 
scope of activities have been defined." I am 
glad that this is the case as we have no 
desire to minimize the seriousness of the 
problems of price instability. Our Govern
ment is opposed to the present terms of ref
erence which imply Government action to 
stabilize prices through international agree
ments and international parity prices. I can 
see many possibilities for useful work by this 
commission in compiling statistics and 
studying market problems, thus making it 
possible for the free markets of the world 
to operate more effectively. My interpreta
tion of the statement by our representative 
is that we will always be prepared to assist 
in such activities that do not compromise 
free- enterprise economic principles. 

The history I have related follows the 
progress of this concept from 1945 to 1955, 
a 10-year period. Our State Department de
serves great credit for having successfully 
extricated the United States from a creature 
of its own creatl,on which has untold po
tentialities of causing economic chaos. The 
New York Times of January 11, in reporting 
the forthcoming meeting of this new Com
mission made the following significant com
ment: 

"The United States will pass up a dele
gate's seat, but will send an observer to the 
first session of the newly · established Com
mission on International Commodity Trade. 
The Commission will open its meetings here 
next Monday. 

"Although United States opposition to 
the Commission is nothing new, this is the 
first time that Washington has given a 
diplomatic cold shoulder to a United Na
tions organ." 

It has always seemed to be a paradox that 
those who advocate free trade and the re
moval of Government restrictions on our 
economy should, at the same time, have been 
fostering commodity agreements. There is 
probably no more restrictive device than.. 
such an agreement as . it interjects Govern
ment controls throughout the production 
and marketing process. 

During pr.evious administrations, our 
State Department was apparently most sym
pathetic to the commodity agreement con
cept. I am happy to see that this is no 
longer so. 

The Randall Commission, in both its ma
jority and minority reports condemned such 
agreements as restrictive devices. Follow
ing the release of the report by the Randall 
Commission, our Government declined to 
participate in the International Tin Agree
ment. We have also resisted efforts to estab
lish commodity stabilization groups within 
the Western Hemisphere at the Rio Confer
ence. Let me again compliment the Secre
tary of State and his colleagues who have 
credibly performed a very difficult task in 
reversing this trend . toward Government 
controls over the world's economy. 

Unfortunately, all our problems are not 
behind us. The original State Department 
proposals of 1945, included measures to deal 
with restrictions imposed by private com
bines and cartels. As I have already indi
cated, chapter V of the Habana Charter was 
drafted to implement these particular pro
posals. 

This chapter, dealing with restrictive prac
tices by private business, was in sharp con
flict with the philosophy of chapter VI which 
fostered Government price-fixing and cartel 
operations. Many apparently believe that 
actions taken by governments in concert 
with other governments or in cooperation 
with certain industries should ·escape the 

condemnation .imposed by chapter V of the 
charter. In a sense chapter VI was really a. 
modification or loophole in chapter V. 

Professors Stocking and Watkins in their 
book Cartels or Competition define a cartel 
as"* • • an arrangement among, or on be
half of, producers engaged in the same line 
of business, with the design or effect of lim
iting or eliminating competition among 
them. • • *" 

They also say "rival business enterprises 
may set up cartels by direct negotiation and 
mutual commitments, or governments may 
establish them by treaty." 

The commodity agreements provided in 
chapter VI are, of course, cartels established 
through government negotiation and com- _ 
mitment. The evils of cartels were dramati
cally shown during the Hitler and Mussolinl 
regimes in Germany and Italy where private 
cartels were taken over by these governments 
to strengthen their economies for war. The 
entire Habana Charter concept, as embodied 
in chapter V, was to curb private interna
tional cartels but to tolerate the government 
cartels provided in chapter VI. In retro
spect, let me. remind you of the extraordinary 
economic power developed by the Nazi Gov
ernment through intergovernmental com
modity agreements after it came to power in 
Germany. 

Prof. EdwardS. Mason, of Harvard Univer
sity, was deputy to the Assistant Secretary 
of State in charge of Economic Affairs in 
1945. Presumably, he was quite famil1ar 
with the proposals issued by our State De
partment at that time. 

He published a book under the sponsor
ship of the Committee for Economic Develop
ment entitled "Controlling World Trade" in 
June of 1946. I shall now read two para
graphs from the introduction of this book: 

"This divergence between American and 
other experience with cartels and commod
ity agreements must be borne in mind in 
the ensuing discussion. There is a school 
of thought in the United States that abhors 
cartels as private treaties restrictive of trade 
but embraces commodity agreements as in
tergovernmental arrangements inevitably 
serving the public interest. Cartels may, and 
usually do, restrict trade but so do commod
ity agreements-and much more effectively. 
Nor is the range of interests served neces
sarily very different. 

."The general line of policy defended in 
this report is that, when international con
.trols relating to a commodity or industry 
are demonstrably necessary, they should be 
intergovernmental in character. It does not 
follow that intergovernmental commodity 
agreements should be numerous or easily 
justifiable on grounds of public interest. If 
the agreement, moreover, lies outside the 
field of agriculture, it is likely to involve a 
type of governmental relation to industry 
with which the United States has as yet 
had little experience." 

Mr. Mason concluded his 265-page treatise 
with this statement: 

"To enable the machinery to function, it 
will be necessary to reshape not only com
mercial policy but policies hitherto consid
ered as belonging to the field of domestic 
regulation, and such action as is proposed 
can only be taken with the cooperation of 
other governments and with due regard for 
their interests." 

We are now confronted with exactly the 
situation portrayed by Professor Mason if 
the report of the so-called Ad Hoc Commit
tee on Restrictive Business Practices is 
adopted by the Economic and Social Council. 

The United States delegation to Habana 
was opposed to restrict! ve business practices 
per se. This is consistent with all of our 
economic concepts. In reviewing the Ha
bana Conference I find that there were three 
points of view which were compromised in 
the final draft of chapter V. As I have al
ready indicated, our point of view was that 

cartels were bad per se. Some believed that 
cartels were useful devices and that action 
was required only to cope with flagrant 
abuses. The Luxembourg delegation took 
this position. Others took a middle ground. 
The United Kingdom delegation took such a 

· point of view. There was actually very little 
support for the stringent action recom-
mended by the United States. . 

Chapter V of the Habana Charter dealt 
only with restrictive business practices 
when, and I quote: "Such practices have 
harmful effects." The definition of harm
ful effects was to be left to the new inter
national agency to determine. No sanctions 
for failure to comply with the Charter were 
imposed. This philosophy is also incorpo
rated in the new United Nations proposals. 

I shall now trace the steps since the re
jection of the Habana Charter by the Con. 
gress of the United States which have re
sulted in this report of the United Nations 
·ad hoc committee on Restrictive Business 
Practices presently on the agenda ot the 
Economic and Social Council. 

our antitrust laws are of the utmost im
portance in promoting a free-enterprise 
economy. The Sherman Act was adopted in 
1890 during the administration of President 
Harrison, a Republican President. The 
Clayton Act and the Federal Trade Commis
sion Acts were adopted during the admin
istration of President Wilson, a Democratic 
President. The spirit of our antitrust laws 
is truly bipartisan and they have a vital 
role in maintaining a competitive economy_ 
in this country. I believe in them and I 
am in favor of strengthening these laws if 
such action is shown to be necessary and 
in a vigorous enforcement of the laws now 
on the statute books. I am opposed to all 
cartels. There are no good cartels as far 
as I am concerned. 

Unfortunately, our antitrust laws have 
sometimes been used to harass legitimate 
business by those whose paramount interest 
has not been the preservation of free enter
prise. I am afraid they may have been de
liberately used to bring it into disrepute and 
to lay the groundwork for a socialist economy 
within the United States. Those who con
ceived such improper uses of the antitrust 
laws are, I am sure, no longer on our Govern
ment payroll. 

It seems strange that almost immediately 
after the rejection of the Habana Charter by 
the 81st Congress, and the decision by the 
State Department not to resubmit it to the 
82d Congress, the United States Government 
took the lead in attempting to implement 
chapter V through the United Nations. 

In 1951, the United States delegation sub
mitted a resolution to the Economic and 
Social Council asking that the question of 
restrictive business practices should be 
placed on the agenda of the 13th session of 
the council. The United States draft reso
lution recommended the establishment of an 
ad hoc Committee on Restrictive Business 
Practices charged with formulating and sub
mitting to the Council, proposals on appro
priate methods to be adopted by interna
tional a.greement to deal with harmful re
strictive business practices. 

Perhaps, the purpose of establishing this 
international machinery was to be able to 
proceed against American companies doing 
business abroad because of our inability to 
apply United States statutes in the jurisdic
tion of other sovereign nations. We must 
remember that these same companies were 
bound to conduct their activities so as to 
comply with the laws of the country in which 
they were operating. Since our antitrust 
laws are free-enterprise laws, I see no way 
that an international body, including Com
munist and Socialist states, could establish 
appropriate methods to deal with antitrust 
violations on a universal basis. It would 
seem to me that treaties by the United States 
and other countries with tbe same type of 
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economy and with similar judicial pro
cedures might be more fruitful. The United 
Nations approach can only lead to chaos. 

The United States proposal was debated at · 
length during the 13th session of the Eco
nomic and Social Council held in the sum
mer of 1951 at Geneva. The Yearbook of 
the United Nations for 1951, reports this 
debate and I am particularly interested in 
the comments which appear in this official 
document on the attitude of other coun
tries who have no concept of our antitrust 
laws. I shall now quote from the United 
Nations Yearboolc 

"The representatives of Belgium, France, 
Peru, Sweden, and Uruguay, while agreeing 
as to the harmful effects of many restrictive 
business practices and believing that far
reaching private agreements constituted a 
political danger, felt nevertheless that in
ternational producers' agreements were not 
always to be condemned and that in certain 
cases they met urgent needs connected with 
economic progress. 

"The representative of Peru stated that, in 
South America, public commercial enter
prises were operated in the interests of the · 
State an_d of the community, many of them 
being accompanied by measures to protect 
the individual's social rights. These enter- · 
prises, he said, should not be confused with 
private monopolies. 

"The representatives of Chile, Mexico, and 
Uruguay also emphasized the irpportant part 
played by public commercial enterprises in 
their national development. The Chilean 
and Mexican representatives stated that they 
would abstain from voting on the joint draft 
resolution. Representatives supporting the 
resolution believed, however, that studies 
and investigations were necessary to distin
guish between good and bad restrictive 
practices. 

"The representative of the International 
Cooperative Alliance referred to a recent 
survey by his organization which had re
vealed the widespread use and the harmful 
effect of restrictive business practices. He 
described the manner in which his organi
zation had been fighting such practices and 
urged the Council to undertake an authori
tative investigation in this field. 

"In the view of the representatives of 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and the U. S. S. R., 
the United · States proposal was desfgned to 
camouflage the real objective of United 
States monopolies. Figures were cited in 
order to show _ that these monopolies con
trolled the United States foreign trade and 
investments. These monopolies, those rep
resentatives said, in their struggle to gain 
domination of world markets, engaged in 
extensive restrictive business practices to 
remove any competition; they earned im
mense profits in underdeveloped countries, 
and were powerful enough to obtain a 
stranglehold on European trusts, secure 
markets for their excess production in 
Europe, and influence the political life of 
other countries through• economic control. 
United States exports were being used as 
instrume~ts of discriminatory policies ap
plied against the peoples• democracies. 
American big business, those representatives 
maintained, fostered the creation of mo
nopolies which it could dominate, but op
posed the creation of those over which it 
had no control." 

After extensive debate and the adoption 
of amendments the United States resolution 
was approved and the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Restrictive Business Practices was ap
pointed. It consisted of Belgium, Canada, 
France, India, Mexico, Pakistan, Sweden, the 
United Kingdom; United States, and 
Uruguay. 

The terms of reference of the' ad"boc com·· 
niittee provided that, and I · quote: "The· 
Economic and · Social Council of the United 
Nations recommend that the- measures 
adopted in the cases and the purposes stated 

in the preceding paragraphs shall be based 
on the principles set forth in-chapter V of 
the Habana Charter concerning restrictive 
business pra,ctices." 

Thus, entirely at the initiative of the 
United States Government this ad hoc com
mittee was established under the Economic 
and Social Council of the Unit ed Nations to 
implement chapter V of the rejected Habana 
Charter. 

The United States representative on this 
committee was Corwin Edwards, the former 
chief economist of the Federal Trade Com
mission. The secretary of the ad hoc com
mittee itself was Sigmund Timberg, formerly 
with the Antitrust Division in the United 
States Department of Justice. The commit
tee assembled in January of 1952 and pre
sented its report in March of 1953. During 
this period, the committee held 77 meetings, 
a great majority of which were closed to the 
public. The report of the committee was 
filed with the United Nations Secretary-Gen
eral in March of 1953. 

It was considered briefly at two sessions 
of the Economic and Social Council who re
quested the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations to refer this report and the analysis 
by the Secretariat to the member states and 
to specialized agencies for examination and
comment. The Council also decided that 
consideration of the report would be resumed 
not later than at its 19th session which will 
convene at United Nations headquarters in 
New York at the end of March of this year. 

It is important that the people of the 
United States be familiar with this report 
and the pitfalls into which we can be led 
should it be adopted. An article by Samuel 
K. C. Kopper which appeared in the Virginia 
Law Review of December 1954 gives a com-

. plete analysis of this report. This article 
is a revision and expansion of a paper origi
nally presented by Mr. Kopper to the Fourth 
International Congress of Comparative Law 
at the Faculte de Droit, University of Paris, 
on August 6, 1954. 

Mr. Kopper has an unusual background 
which uniquely qualifies him to review the 
report of this Committee. After graduating 
from Princeton University in 1937, he ob
tained his law · degree at the University of 
Virginia in 1940. Subsequently, he studied 
at the Academie de Droit, Internationel de la 
Haye. From 1946 to 1949 he was an adviser 
to the United States delegations to the 
United Nations Security Council and to its 
General Assembly. He was a special consult
ant to the Assistant Secretary of State dur-· 
ing 1952-53. He has also been the officer in 
charge of North African Affairs, the Deputy 
and Acting Director of the Office of Near East 
Affairs, and is presently counsel for the Ara
bian-American Oil Co. in New York City. He 
is also the chairman of the Near East Com
mittee, Section of International and Com
parative Law of the American Bar Associa
tion. 

I shall now read the relevant sections of 
Mr. Kopper's article. 
''EXCERPTS FROM THE INTERNATIONAL REGULA• 

TION OF CARTELS-cURRENT PROPOSALS 

"(By Samuel K . C. Kopper) 
"A. The draft articles 

"The report of the ad hoc committee con
tained draft articles of agreement,! which 
were based largely on chapter V of the Ha_
bana Charter. The draft articles of agree
ment call for the establishment of a United 
Nations organization composed of all United 
Nations members, the basic objective of 
which is to coordinate national and interna
tional action to prevent and eliminate re· 
strictive business practices . whenever such 

1 Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Re ... 
strictive Business Practices E / 2380, E/ AC.37 / 3 
(U. N. Economic and Social Council Official 
Records, 16th sess., Supp. 11) 12 et seq. 
(March 30, 1953). 

practices have harmful effects on the expan. 
sian of production or trade.2 It is provided 
that there will be a 'representative body' 
composed of all members of the United Na
tions, and an 'executive board' which is to 
carry out the functions and duties of the 
representative body and ~xercise its powers. 
Membership on the executive board will be 
determined by the extent to which a nation 
participates in international trade, and by a 
geographical balance. 

"The draft articles of agreement contain a 
preamble, 20 ar-ticles, and an appendix which 
describes the share in world trade of indi
vidual countries. The preamble states that 
national and international action is required 
to attain: ( 1) A reduction of governmental 
and private trade barriers and the promotion 
on equitable tenns of access to markets, 
products, and productive facilities; (2) en
couragement of industrial and agricultural 
development, particularly in underdeveloped 
areas; (3) balance and expansion of the 
world economy through greater and more 
efficient production, increased income and 
greater consumption, and the elimination 
of discriminatory treatment in international 
trade; and (4) the promotion of mutual un
derstanding and cooperation to solve prob· 
lems arising in all aspects of international 
trade. The preamble concludes with a 
recognition that national and international 
action in the field of restrictive business 
practices can contribute substantially to the· 
attainment of such overall objectives. · 

"Article 1 sets forth the general policy to· 
ward restrictive business practices. Each 
member of the Organization shall take 
measures and cooperate with other members· 
to prevent restrictive business practices that 
have harmful effects on the expansion of 
production or trade. The Organization is 
empowered to determine whether a particu
lar practice is restrictive and ·has harmful 
effects whenever: (1) It receives a complaint; · 
(2) the practice is engaged in or made effec· 
tive by one or more private or public com· 
mercia! enterprises; and (3) such enterprises 
possess effective trade control among anum·· 
ber of countries in one or more products. 

"Restrictive business practices are defined 
as (1) Fixing of prices, or of terms or condi
tions to be observed in the purchase, sale, 
or lease of any product; (2) exclusion of en
terprises from, or allocation or division of, 
any territorial market or field of business 
activity, or allocation of customers, or fixing 
of sale or purchase quotas; (3) discrimina· 
tion against particular enterprises; ( 4) pro· 
duction limitations or quotas; (5) preven· 
tion of development or application of tech· 
nology or invention, whether patented or 
not, or withholding of same with the result 
of monopolizing an industrial or commercial 
field; (6) illegal extension of rights under 
patents, trade-marks, or copyrights; and (7) 
'any similar practices which the Organiza· 
tion may declare, by a majority of two-thirds 
of the members present and voting, to be re• 
strictive business practices. 

2 The ad hoc committee was not specifi· 
cally instructed to prepare the draft articles. 
It appears clear, however, that the Committee 
considered this the most satisfactory way to 
implement ECOSOC's recommendation. The 
Secretary-General of the United Nations had 
been instructed to obtain information on 
the type of organization which could imple· 
ment the Committee proposals. See note 26, 
supra. 

However, he explained in a note to ECOSOO 
that this could not be done by July 1953, be
cause one of the most important of the inter. 
governmental bodies, the Contracting Parties 
to GATT, had had no regular meeting. Note 
by the Secretary-General concerning the 
report requested under Council resolution 
~75 (XIII) E/2443 (1953). 
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"The breadth of this article can be fully 
appreciated only by a careful study of its 
precise language. It clearly appears at a 
glance, however, that the article is not only 
broad but vague. Furthermore, it is qu,es
tlonable whether the criteria set forth are 
adequate for an international organization 
to determine whether specific practices are 
restrictive or not. Perhaps the most funda
mental question raised by this article is 
whether its basic philosophy is generally ac
cepted in the family of nations. It pre
sumably represents the philosophy of the 
.United States, but in the United States there 
is no clear agreement as to just what this 
philosophy really is. 

"The confusion about the application of 
American antitrust laws in foreign commerce 
could hardly be greater .3 Not only is there 
confusion about the application of these laws 
but there is also little agreement about the 
meaning of some of the terms used in arti
cle 1. The Attorney General of the United 
States has established a committee to re
examine our antitrust laws.' Particular at
tention is to be paid to their extraterritorial 
application. Pending the completion of this 
study, it is doubtful whether other nations 
will be eager to accept the terminology and 
philosophy of this article. Certainly an 
international organization composed of na
tions having widely differing concepts of 
law would have an exceedingly difficult time 
implementing or interpreting it. 

"Article 2 provides that any member may 
consult directly, or ask the Organization to 
arrange a consultation, with ether members 
in any instance in which the member thinks 
it has been affected within the meaning of 
article 1. If the Organization considers ac
tion justified, it will arrange for and assist 
in such consultation. This article gives the 
Organization very broad authority without . 
any checks. It could open the door to frivo
lous cases which might very well be con
sidered by the Organization for political 
reasons. 

"Article 3 concerns investigative procedure. 
It provides for the presentation of written 
complaints to the Organization which must 
contain minimal information (prescribed by 
the Organization) as to the nature of the 
practice complained of. The Organization 
determines whether the complaint is justi
fied. If, however, the Organization is satis
fied that the practice in question was spe
cifically required by governmental measures 
in existence prior to the complaint, no fur
ther investigation shall be undertaken, pro
vided that any practice found to exist in 
more than one country may be further inves
tigated in the Organization's discretion, if 
such practice is not specifically required in 
all countries in which it is found to exist. 

"Reasonable opportunities for being heard 
shall be afforded the complainant and the 
commercial enterprise alleged to have en
gaged in the practice complained of. All 
members are to be informed of the com
plaint. Any member can be asked for in
formation on the complaint. The Organiza
tion shall decide whether there has been a 
violation, and shall inform all members of 
its decision and reasons therefor. If there 
is a violation, the Organization has the power 
to request the members · concerned to take 
remedial action in accordance 'with their 
respective laws and procedures. • The re
mainder of the article deals with reports 

3 See Searls, ·Trade or Commerce Among the 
Several States or With Foreign Nations, pro
ceedings at annual meeting, section of anti- . 
trust law, American Bar Association 58 (Aug. 
.26, 27, 1953) • See also Hale and Hale, Monop
oly Abroad: The Antitrust Laws and Com
merce in Foreign Areas, 31 Texas L. Rev. 493 
( 1953) ; see note, Foreign, Subsidiaries in 
Antitrust Law, 4 Stan. L. Rev. 559 (1952). 

4 See 21 U. S. L. Week 2651 (June 30, 1953) •. 

which . the Organization shall make on the 
matter. 

"This article clearly indicates that there is 
discrimination in favor of public enterprises 
and against private enterprises. The ad hoc 
committee frankly admitted that 'special 
difficulties arose, however, in connection 
with restrictive business practices which 
were sanctioned by governmental statutes 
or regulations.' G 

"This is a fundamental defect in the whole 
plan. A further defect which appears in this 
article is the provision that members will 
be requested'0 to take remedial measures in 
accordance with their respective laws and 
procedures. Nations like the United States, 
which has rigid and enforced laws, will be 
placed at an obvious disadvantage vis-a-vis 
countries with less rigid and frequently un
enforced laws. If this disadvantage were 
temporary it might be tolerated. It is per
fectly clear, however, that it might last for 
years, or decades, and hence would be unac
ceptable. It is obvio~s that laws and proce
dures vary widely in the various countries 
of the United Nations. r. When, if ever, they 
will come to resemble those of the United 
States is uncertain. 

"A final observation about article 3 should 
be made. The investigation, trial, and adju- · 
dication of cases involving restrictive busi
ness practices are extremely intricate and · 
complicated tasks. The patient and pains
taking efforts of trained people are always 
required to bring about a fair and just set
tlement of such cases. The proposed United 
Nations plan does not spell out how these 
difficult tasks will be performed. Will there 
be an investigatory staff, or is the advisory 
staff provided for in articles 13 and 15 to con
duct investigations? What information 
will be used? ·can judicial proceedings ·and 
committee investigations in this country be 
used? What power and authority will an in
vestigatory staff have? Or if the investiga
tions are left entirely to the individual mem
ber nations, what assurance can there be 
that investigative procedures will be · rea
sonably similar? The answer to the last 
question clearly semes to be that there can 
be no assurance because ·Of the wide differ
ences in approach to this whole subject · 
among the member nations of the United 
Nations. It should be noted in conclusion 
that it would be possible under article 3 for 
the Organization to publish reports on 
charges even though the latter had been 
proved false. 

"Article 4 authorizes the Organization to 
make studies of all aspects of restrictive 
business practices. It may request members 
to supply information in connection with 
these studies. Thus, the burden may fall 
on nations with a great deal of commerce to 
receive recommendations from countries 
whose basic motives are political. 

"Article 5 provides that each member shall 
take all possible measures to insure that· 
within its jurisdiction private and public 

li Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Re
strictive Business Practices E/ 2380, E/ AC.37 / 3 
(U. N. Economic Social Council Official 
Records, 16th sess., Supp. 11) 4, par. 22 
(March 30, 1953). 

6 The Organieation's power. is limited to "re
questing" members to take remedial action 
and "recommending" possible remedial meas
ures. 

' This conclusion is based on the findings in 
Analysis of Governmental .Measures Relating 
to Restrictive Business Practices E/2379 and 
E / 2379/Add.1, E/AC.37/2 and E / AC.37/2/:
Add. 1 (U. N. Economic and Social Council 
Official Records; 16th sess.; Supp. llA), (April 
29, 1953), and Foreign Legislation Concern
ing Monopoly and Cartel Practices (report 
of Department of State to Subcommittee on 
Monopoly, Senate Select Committee on Small 
Business, . subcommittee , print No. 5, 82d 
Cong., 2 sess.) (1952). 

commercial enterprises do not engage in re
strictive practices . as previously defined. , 
Members are to comply promptly with re
quests from the Organization for informa
tion regarding complaints. They are to take 
action in accordance with their constitu
tions o~.: systems of law and econ<;miic or
ganization. Nothing in the agreement shalt 
be construed, however, as requiring a mem
ber to give information contrary to its essen
tial security interests. 

"The obligations imposed on the members 
contain no safeguards against frivolous com
plaints. The criteria upon which the Or
ganization will base its decision as to 
whether a complaint is justified are unclear. 
The burden may frequently be on the de
fending country to prove that it -is innocent
under its own laws. Furthermore, the para
graph requiring members to take action 
under the constitution or system of law and 
economic organization is meaningless in 
view of the wide diversity of such systems. 
There is no equitable basis for international 
conduct or action. 

"In article 8 it is recognized that certain 
services, e. g., transportation and telecom
munications, are substantial elements of in
ternational trade, and that any restrictive 
business practices by them may have harm
ful effects. If. any member thinks that-.such 
harmful restrictive business practices exist, . 
it may submit a written statement on the 
situation to those whose private or public . 
enterprises are involved, and · sympathetic 
consideration shall be given to effecting a 
satisfactory adjustment. If no adjustment 
is made and the matter .is referred to the 
Organization, it shall be transferred to the 
intergovernmental body concerned if one 
exists. If there is no such body, the Organ
ization may make recommendations. 

"Article 9 contains four paragraphs which . 
empower the Organization to bring to the 
attention of members ·measures taken by 
other members or intergovernmental bodies 
or agencies regarding business practices; to 
make . arrangements with other intergov- . 
ernmental bodies or agencies which will pro
vide for effective cooperation with respect 
to restrictive business practices; and to make 
suitable arrangements for consultation and . 
cooperation with nongovernmental organi
zations. 

"If it is anticipated that the Organiza.tion 
will do these things, as well as all of the 
other things provided for in preceding ar.
ticles, on a worldwide basis, it will have to 
maintain an astonishingly large staff of 
highly trained personnel.-

"Article 10 provides that the representa
tive body is to consist of all members of 
the agency. Each is to have one vote. De
cision.:> are to be made by the majority of 
the meml;>ers unless otherwise provided in 
the agreement. The representative body is 
to meet .regularly and can be convoked by 
the executive board or by one-third of the 
members of the representative body._ It ·is 
to establi~h its own rules of procedur~. ·. and 
final authority to determine the pollices of 
the agency shall be vested in it. 

"This article underscores what has been 
pointed out in comments on previous ar- . 
ticles-the policies with regard to restrictive 
business practices might very well be de
termined, by a group of n!ltions having only 
a small percentage of world comme:rce, and 
whose motivations might stem from politi
cal, ideological, or other reasons to the detri
ment of more highly commercial nations. 
The proposed program is, to say the least, 
a novel one. The procedure for adjudication 
is nonjudicial, and might easily become po
litical or partisan. Yet various articles of 
the proposal -refer to what the Organization 
may decide, or to de.cisions of, the · Organi
zation.8 Are, these decisions to take on the 
aura of · judicial decisions? With . no . appli~ 

8 E . g., art 2, pars. 3, 5, 8; art. 5, par. 4. . . 
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cable law : and no agreement about basic 
principles, confusion unbounded might easily 
rclg~ · 

"Article 11 concerns the executive board. 
The executive board is to carry on the 
functions of the representative body. Its 
eize and composition are to be determined 
by the body. The selection of members is 
to be made with due regard to 'the objec
tives of including members from the differ
ent types of economies and degrees of eco
nomic development to be found among mem
bers of the agency, from the broad geo
graphical areas to which the members be
long, and from countries of chief economic 
importance, for which last criterion particu-. 
ls.r regard shall be paid to members' shares in 
international trade.' 

"On the basis of previous experience in 
the United Nations, orie could. anticipate a 
Board composed roughly of 25 percent from 
Latin America, 25 percent from Europe, 25 
percent from Asia, and the remainder from· 
the United States, the Iron Curtain c.oun
tries (if they should join the Organization), 
and -the. British Commonwealth. In the ab
sence of a clearer definition of the powez:s 
and limitations of the Organization, the 
countries having rigid laws on restrict~ve 
business practices would be placed in a dis
advantageous position in dealing with na
tions having looser or unenforced laws. 

"Article 13 provides that the chief advisory 
officer of the agency, who is appointed by the 
representative body, shall be the director of 
the advisory -staff. He is to. select the staff. 
The advisory staff shall exercise its functions 
with complete independence in the general 
interest of all members, and shall neither 
solicit nor acce.pt instructions from any gov
ernment, ·Article 15 .assigns. to the advisory, 
staff ·almost entire respons,ibility , for .eya,lu ... 

. ating the substance of each complaint. The 
staff is to arrange for the analysis of the in
formation, and to prepare the report. It can 
call for additional information, and do what
ever is necessary to obtain information to 
prepare the report of the representative body. 

"Articles 13 and 15 make it obvious that 
the position of the ·director of the adv.isory 
staff is importa-nt. Likewise, the staff will 
have considerable latitude in light of - its 
"complete independence." The director. has 
a substantial amount of power. His position 
should not be underestimated. He is in 
effect both prosecutor and judge. This, 
coupled with the fact that there are no rules 
of law to guide . him or within which he 
should operate, produces a unsatisfactory 
and unacceptable system. 

"Article 16 provides that the representative 
body 'shall take full account of reports of 
the advisory staff.' This emphasizes the im
portance of the work of the advisory staff. 

"Articles 17, 18, 19, and 20 make provisions 
for the content of reports; entry into force 
of the agreement; and amendment, with
drawal, termination, interpretation, and defi
nition of the, agreement. · The agreement is 
to come into force on the 60th day after-
. "'(a) The number of . governments. which 

have• deposited instruments of acceptance _ 
shall reach 20 or more and shall cover 65 
percent or more of the total value of world 
imports and exports, as set forth in ap-

. pendix A; [O!] 
"'(b) The number of governments which 

have deposited instruments of acceptance 
shall have reached 20 or more and shall 
cover 65 percent or more of the total value 
of world imports and exports as set forth in 
appendix A, and shall include six countries 
which individually have 3 percent or more of 
such total value.' 

"Amendment of the agreement can be 
effected by a · two-thirds majority of the 
members of the Organization. Any member 
may withdraw at any time. Withdrawal -is 
to become effective 6 montl~s after receipt of 
the written notice by the executive secretary. 
The agreement. can be terminated by a three
fourths vote of the members. 

"The provisions for the coming into force 
of the agreement are sound. They do pre
vent it from becoming effective without the 
concurrence of most of the important com
mercial countries. 

"The appendix of the agreement points up 
the fact that only seven countries in the 
world have trade over 3 percent of the world 
total. These are: 

Percent 
"('1) United Kingdom and depend-

encies -----------------------
"(2) United States and dependencies_ 
"(3) France and dependencies ______ _ 
" ( 4) Canada-----------------------
"(5) Germany (Federal Republic) __ _ 
"(6) Netherlands and dependencies __ 
"(7) Belgium-Luxembourg and de-

17.57 
17.22 
8.04 
5. 15 
4.47 
3.91 

pendencies------------------- 3.77 

· "The total of these 7 countries is 60.13 per
cent. There are 57 countries each with trade 
under 3.percent of the world total. 
"B. International Reaction to the Draft 

Articles 
"In light of the foregoing objections to 

the ad hoc committee's report, it seems re-· 
markable that none of the delegations or tp.e 
nongovernmentl:l-1 organizations pointed out 
the defects of the plan.9 Furthermore there 
has been no indication yet that these diffi
culties will be taken into account. One is 
forced to conclude that the fear of being 
branded a 'procartelist' has muted the voices 
of organizations and individuals. This is a 
regrettable situation, since we are not con
cerned with the merits or demerits of cartels 
and restrictive business practices, but only 
with the wisdom and validity of plans to 
handle them. 
' "The Belgian representative to ECOSOC 
did-observe that' cart'els were not necessarily 
evils in themselves. Their evil springs from 
the general economic situation that calls 
them into be,ing. -Turkey questioned wheth
er there was any point in the Council's dis
cussing only one part of the ITO Charter. 
The French representative felt that the 
proposals might well be expanded so that 
there would be a comprehensive coverage 
of all restrictive practices. The United 
States and the United Kingdom were non
committal.10 · 

"The other members of ECOSOC and the 
nongovernmental representatives seemed for 
the most part to be favorably disposed to
ward the committee's report. The soviet 
Union, which is the largest and most omi
nous cartel in history, abstained after mak
ing some snide remarks about the same 
American industry which had contributed 
so much to Russian success against nazism. 
The Russian representative and Mr. Boson,' 
the representative of the International Co
operative Alliance, referred to the antitrust 
suit of 1952 against a number of American 
oil companies. Boson hardly paid a tribute 
·to the American system of law when he 
stated: 

·~ 'In ·th.e United States of America, the 
grand j~.uy _ inves~igating the. int~rnatio.nal 

.. petroleum cartel had failed to establish a 
:Prima fa.cie case. There was no doubt that 

- 9 The Inter-nationaLChamber of Commerce 
has subsequently indicated its opposition to 
the plan. Resolution adopted by council of 
International Chamber of Commerce, Doc. 
225/23, Rome, Italy, April 13, 1954. Likewise, 
the National Association of Manufacturers 
has indicated its lack of· agreement. See 
Restrictive Business Practices. . Com
ments • * • E/2612 (U. N. Economic and So
cial Council Document) (May 28, 195,4). 
But there has not been any analytical sur
vey of the implications of the P,lan . . 

~0 ':'he summary of attitudes is taken from 
Official Records (U. N. Econ. & Social Coun
cil, 16th Sess.) 742d meeting E/ SR.742,. p. 
239 et seq. (July 30, 1953), 744th meeting 
E/SR.744, p. 257 et seq. (July 31, 1953). 

an investigation by an international body 
would have been more successful.' 11 

"This conclusion is as unjustified as it is 
revealing of exactly what the International· 
Cooperative Alliance really wants. 
"C . . General Considerations 

"Aside from the specific objections to the 
ad hoc committee plan outlined in earlier 
paragraphs, there are a number of general 
observations which ought to be taken into 
account: 

"(1) Chapter V of the Habana Chapter, 
upon which the ad hoc committee plan 
is based, was only one part of an overall 
proposal to deal with barriers to the free 
fiow of trade. To attempt to implement 
only a part of the plan would be a mistake; 
. "(2) The committee's plan does not rest 
on a sound basis of agreement as to what 
is or is not an objectionable business prac
tice; 

"(3) The language employed in the plan 
is not sufficiently precise, but is vague and 
ambiguous; 

"(4) The plan purports to deal with mat
ters normally handled by the courts in the 
various countries covered by it, yet there are' 
no provisions which would insure the use of 
judicial prc;>cesses by the Organization. On 
the contrary, it would appear that there is 

· no guaranty of due process of law, and that 
enforcement would be obtained by indict
ment; 

"(5) Members of ~he. Organization would 
be such on different bases inasmuch as the 
laws of the participating nations all differ in 
some r~spects; · 

" ( 6) There is no. reference to the impor
tant question of the right of each sovereign 
nation to h!tndle. restrictive business ·prac
tices in its ·own territory in accordance witb, 
its own laws and ideologies.12 The commit
tee recognized the difficulty, but stated that 
'the issue [of overlapping jurisdictions and 
confiicts of laws] h .as, however, far-reaching 
implications which raise serious difficulties 
of substance; moreover, the question arose 
whether the matter came properly within the 
committee's competence. For these reasons, 
and ha.ving regard to the limited time avail
able to the committee, most members felt 
it would not be profitable to ·pursue the 
matter.13 

'"Ill. Domestic laws and conditions in the 
nations concerned 

:'Any consideration of p_roposals for the 
international regulation of cartels must take 
into account national legislation on the sub
ject. With world trade and business activity 
expanding, the private-law aspects of inter
national industrial combinatio-ns become of 
increasing interest to the student of conflict 
of laws. The ad hoc committee made an 
analysis of the constitutional provisions and 
laws of a number of countries on the subject 

11 Id. at 244. The views of other nongov
,ernmental organizations like the ICFTU 
seemed to spring from a genuine apprehen
sion of restrictive business arrangements . 
Unfortunately, they do not seem to have 
recognized the dangers of an unworlmble 
plan. Possibly . time . will permit a more 
thorough examination of the proposals . . 

12 See Haight, International Law and Extra
territorial Application of the Antitrust Laws, 
63 Yale L. J. 639 (1954); Whitney, Sources 
of Conflict Between International Law and 
the Antitrust Laws, 63 Yale L. J. 655 (1954). 

, Tb,e .confiict of laV\5 could not be more clearly 
illustrat-ed than in the recent cases of United 
States v. Imperial Chemical Industries, Ltd. 
(105 F. Supp. 215 (S.D. N. Y. 1952) ), and 
British Nylon Spinners, Ltd. v. Imperial 
Chemical Industries, Ltd. (( 1953) 1 Ch. 19). 

· ~3 Report of the Ad. Hoc Committee on Re
strictive Business· Practices E/2380, E/ AC.-. 
37 ;a· (U. N. Econ. & Social' Council Official 
Records, 16th Sess., Supp. 11) 6, U 36 (March 
30, 1953). 
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o! restrictive business practices. The con· 
elusions of the committee are of interest. 

" 'The documents have confirmed in the 
minds of the committee three broad propo· 
sitions which underlie Resolution 375. 
These are: 

"'1. That opinions differ from country to 
country about restrictive business practices 
and about governmental policies towards 
them; 

" '2. That restrictive business practices 
affecting international trade may in some 
circumstances have harmful effects on the 
fulfilment of widely acceptable objectives of 
international economic policy; 

" '3. That it may be difficult in such cases 
for appropriate action to be undertaken 
solely by governments acting individually.' a 

"Paragraph 1 of the preceding quotation is; 
if anything, an understatement of the pres
ent situation. In a number of European 
countries cartels have been quite acceptable 
to governments.u In the United States, 
Congress passed the Webb-Pomerene Act,18 

authorizing exporters to combine to form 
export corporations so they could match their 
foreign competitors. The question has been 
raised whether the European Coal and Steel 
Community might end in a. superinterna
tional cartel. Whether it does or not, the 
plan proposed to the United Nations simply 
does not cover arrangements like these. 

"The ad hoc committee plan takes no 
appreciable account of the problems which 
confront private enterprise seeking to do 
business abroad under laws which are all too 
frequently different from those at home. 
The risks involved in such ventures are 
often enormous. At the present time, the 
petroleum industry is in the forefront of 
American investors abroad. Th!'l industry is 
concerned about the implications of the ex
tension of American antitrust laws to opera
tions being conducted within the sovereign 
territory of another State.11 There must be a 
clarification of the national laws before any 
international action based on national law 
can be undertaken. 

"In the United States there is a confusing 
lack of clarity as to where the Attorney Gen
eral's jurisdiction should logically end, and 
where that of the Secretary of State should 
begin. While it is very true that the Sher
man and ,Clayton Acts have been strong links 
in the chain of the free enterprise system,18 

efforts to extend their application extraterrl-

, 14 Analysis of Governmental Measures Re
lating to Restrictive Business Practices E/ 
2379 and E/ 2379/Add.1, E / AC.37/2 and E/ 
AC.37/2/ Add.1 (U.N. Econ. & Social Council 
Official Records, 16th Sess., Supp. llA) 1 
(April 29, 1953). 

u Examples: Cement Entente of 1935 in 
Belgium.: Zinc Rollers Entente of 193:3; syn
dicate of Belgian Manufacturers of Machine 
Tools. In Austria virtually all industry is 
organized through trade associations. See 
:r:.ote 49 infra. 

16 40 Stat. 516 ( 1918), 15 U. S. C. § § 61-65 
(1952). 49 Stat. 1526 ( 1936), 15 U. S. C. § 13 
et seq. (1952) (Robinson-Patman Price Dis
crimination Act) further complicates Ameri
can antitrust law. 

17 Joint Oil Producing Ventures in the Mid
dle East-Their Status under United States 
Antitrust Laws (Submittal by Standard Oil 
Co. of N.J. to Att'y. Gen.'s Nat'l. Comm. To 
Study the Antitrust Laws) (Dec. 13, 1953). 
See also the defendants' answers in United 
States v. Standard Oil Co. of N. J. (Civil No. 
86-27, S.D. N.Y.); defendants' answers filed 
Sept. 1, 1953; amended answer filed by Texas 
Co., Sept. 21, 1953. 

18 The importance of the antitrust laws to 
United States foreign trade was clearly stated 
by the Honorable Stanley N. Barnes, Assist· 
a1:t Attorney General of the United States, 
in an address before the Washington Board 
of Trade, entitled "World Trade and the 
Antitrust Laws" (Sept. 27, 1954). 

toria.lly to foreign operations of American 
concerns may in certain instances work a. 
positive disservice to national security inter
ests of the United States. In nations unac
customed to American antitrust law, reac
tions to antitrust proceedings against Ameri
can companies frequently range from sur
prise and incredulity to suspicion and hostil-

_ity-particularly where criminal proceedings 
are instituted. 

"Space does not permit a. detailed analysis 
of all governmental measures which have 
been taken relating to restrictive business 
practices. The recent reports of the United 
Nations ad hoc committee and of the 
United States Department of ·state to a Sen
ate Subcommittee on Monopoly 19 contain a 
review of constitutional provisions and legis
lation in a. number of countries. There are 
certain significant deductions which can be 
drawn from these reports when a compari
son of the various laws is made. 

"We have noted that the ad hoc com
mittee found that opinions differ from 
country to country about restrictive · busi
ness practices.20 The Department of State 
report comes to the same conclusion: 

"'As might be expected, the type of 
statutes as well as the degree of effectiveness 
of their provisions and of their administra
tion has varied greatly from country to 
country. These factors are a function of a. 
number of complex considerations, such as 
the type of government in the particular 
country at the period in which legislation 
was adopted; its economic, social, and politi
cal aims; and the fundamental philosophy 
of the government and the people of a coun· 
try toward the part the business community 
should play in the economic and political 
structure of the country. It is accordingly 
difficult to reach -any generalizations as to 
the trend of development in the group ·of 
countries as a. whole.' 21 

"Comm~nts from the State Department 
report on selected countries are also of 
interest: 

" 'The Austrian economy is characterized 
by an absence of free competition, caused 
in large part by the concentration of eco
nomic power. This concentration results 
from such factors as (a) the dominant in
fluence of a few firms in the principal areas 
of private industry; (b) the dominant posi
tion of the larger banks; (c) a complex net
work of interlocking directorates by means 
of which a few leading groups control a. large 
part of the private industrial economy; and 
(d) the nationalization of a major sector of 
industry.u 

"'Industrial federations form the principal 
basis of the strong ties that exist among 
individual Belgian firms. • • • 

"'Existing Belgian legislation is favorable 
to the formation of cartels and imposes but 
few limits on their operation.23 

" 'There are in France few large industrial 
firms in a monopoly or nonmonopoly posi
tion. There has, however, been a trend to 
the uniting of business firms in cooperative 
agreements or associations. The comptoir 
system of doing business often involves re
strictions on the right of the individual :Qrm 
to take independent action as to prices, 
quantity and type of production, and areas 
of sale. 

"'At the present time, there is no legisla
tion in existence in France directly relating 
to restrictive business practices which can 

1o See notes 10, 25 supra. 
20 See note 40 supra. 
21 Foreign Legislation Concerning Monop· 

oly and Cartel Practices (report of Depart
ment of State to Subcommittee on Monop· 
oly, Senate Select Committee on Small Busi· 
ness, Subcommittee Print No. 5, 82d Cong., 
2d sess.), 1 (1952). 

2~ Id. at 6. 
sard. at 15. 

be effectively employed to control or elim
inate such practices.2' 

" 'Germany's industrial development has 
been characterized by a high degree of eco
nomic concentration during the entire peri
od of the existence of the country as a 
modern industrial state. 

" 'In general, the economic structure of 
Germany has been characterized by indus
trial combinations based on financial and 
legal interrelationships such as trusts and 
combines, and by cartels.25 

"'The political and business climate in 
Western Germany is generally unfavorable 
to a program for the elimination of restric
tive business practices.26 

" 'Swiss industry is highly organized into 
trade associations which regulate the terms 
of sale and prices in practically all sectors of 
the economy.27 

"'There are no laws in Denmark which 
actually prohibit business enterprises from 
organizing cartels or engaging in other ar
rangements designed to restrain competi
tion.' 28 

"The selected comments quoted above 
clearly indicate the wide variety of ideas and 
concepts on how to deal with restrictive 
business practices. It should be noted that 
both the Department of State Report and 
the United Nations Ad Hoc Committee's. Re
port discuss only a relatively small number 
of countries. Important though these coun
tries may be, there is still a large group of 
countries which have virtually no interest 
in the whole subject.28 

~'Conclusion 

"It is true that there has been much in
terest manifested in some countries, par
ticularly in Western Europe, about the prob
lem of restrictive business practices. How
ever, it would seem abundantly clear that 
even the proponents of United Nations ac
tion in the field recognize the great variations 
in national approaches to the problem.30 Fur
thermore, while constitutional and statutory 
provisions may exist in many countries, 
whether they are really enforced is quite 
another matter.at 

' 4 Id. at 20. A bill for the surveillance of 
economic agreements to ensure freedom of 
production and trade was submitted to the 
Assemblee Nationale at the second term, 
1953, No. 5704.· See texts of National Legis
lation and Other Governmental Measures 
Relating to . Restrictive Business Practices 
E / 2379/Add. 2. E/AC.37/2/Add. 2 (U.N. Eco
nomic and Social Council Official Records, 
16th sess., supp. llB) 76 n.9 (March 13, 1953). 

25 Id. at :h. 
26 Id. at 43. Despite the stringent allied 

decartelization program, there are numerous 
signs that German industry much prefers 
to do business by the old methods. 

27 Id. at 58. 
:s Id. at 62. 
29 Recent -comments from member nations, 

specialized agencies, intergovernmental or· 
ganizations, and nongovernmental organiza· 
tions regrettably reflect little additional an
alysis of the problem, particularly as it in
'Volves the efficacy of the ad hoc committee's 
proposals. Restrictive Business Practices. 
Comments • • • E/2612 (U. N. Economic 
and Social Council document) (May 28, 
1954). 

ao This is the writer's conclusion with re
spect to such informative articles as Tim
berg, Restrictive Business Practices, 2 Am. 
J. Comp. L. 445 (1953). Mr. Timberg was 
secretary of the ad hoc committee on restric
tive business practices. 

31 Id. at 465; 
While the constitutional texts and statu· 

tory provisions of many other countries ·show 
on their face a similar hostility against 
monopolies, these have no history of prac
tical enforcement. 
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"This brings us to the conclusion that no 

matter how strongly one may feel about re
strictive business agreements, action in the 
International sphere which is predicated on 
national law is questionable policy. There 
can be little doubt that the ad hoc com
mittee was confronted with a most diffi
cult task.32 Valiant though its efforts were .. 
the great differences of opinion were an ex
ceedingly d ifficult problem to overcome. 

"It can only be concluded, therefore, that 
the answer to the question raised by Prof. 
Corwin Edwards as to whether the United 
Nations proposals 'afford a useful basis for 
a beginning of multilateral action'33 is that 
they regrettably do not appear to be satis
factory in their present form. Whether any 
plan can be developed in the absence of 
uniformity in national laws is extremely 
doubtful. In the meantime, based on his 
experience attending United Nations sessions 
In official and semiofficial capacities, the 
writer believes that it would be a positive 
disservice to the United Nations organization 
to attempt to give it a somewhat nebulous 
responsibility based on an ambiguous plan 
to attain a hazy objective in the field of 
restrictive business practices. On the other 
hand, a heavy responsibility rests on govern
ments and business to see that business prac
tices are not harmful or disruptive of the 
free flow of international trade, and to make 
any constructive suggestions toward this end 
which the United Nations and its members 
might consider." 

The principal conclusion I derive from 
what I have just read is that it is impossible 
for an administrative body established within 
the United Nations to act as a court and 
determine violations of restrictive business 
practices. The laws of the sovereign nations 
differ so widely concerning this subject that 
it is impossible to frame an agreement pre
dicated on national law which would be 
meaningful. Without a uniformity in na
tional laws which, in turn, presuppoes some 
common agreement on the type of economy 
under which the different countries shall 
operate, it is impossible to conceive of any 
useful purpose resulting from the implemen
tation of chapter V through a new United 
Nations organ. · 

The resolution establishing this ad hoc 
committee, which was adopted in September 
of 1951, also provided-and I am quoting 
from the resolution: 

"Determines further that the committee 
shall: 

"(a) Obtain information from govern
ments, specialized agencies and other 
sources, on restrictive business practices, 
whether based on cartel agreements or not, 
that affect international trade and interna
tional economic cooperation generally, and 
on legislation adopted and measures taken by 
individual member States in connection with 
restrictive business practices and with the 
object of restoring the freedom of competi
tion; and 

"(b) Present to the council analyses of 
this information together with the proposals 
mentioned in paragraph 4. • • •" 

Pursuant to- this. r~solutjon, two United 
Nations documents were issued, known as 
supplements llA and llB to the official rec
ords of the 16th session of the Economic and 
Social Council. These documents analyze 
governmental measures relating to restric
tive business practices. While these docu
ments clearly_ show that there is no uniform
ity in the approach to restrictive business 
practices by the natio:ns of tlie world, they 
also raise another problem which .has dis-

32 Having participated in a number of in
ternational conferences, the writer is deeply 
aware of the painstaking effort and .nego
tiation necessary to achieve. workable agree
ments. 

33 Edwards, Regulation . of .Monopolistic 
Cartelization,14 Ohio St. L. J. 252,278 (1953). 

turbed me. They review our antitrust laws 
and refer to criminal proceedings which are 
meaningful to those familiar with American 
jurisprudence, but place American free en
terprise in an unfavorable light in a forum 
such as the United Nations with its Iron 
Curtain members who do not adhere to our 
judicial concepts. 

Our Government has just recently fur
nished another report to the United Nations 
pursuant to this resolution. · This report 
assumes a complete understanding of the 
philosophy underlying our antitrust laws by 
the reader of a United Nations document. 
Unfortunately, few foreign readers possess 
such understanding. It proceeds to describe 
various antitrust cases which have been ini
tiated in the United States and cites the 
complaints in detail. Many of these cases 
have not been brought to trial, and I am 
sure that those who wish to• impugn the 
motives and philosophy of American busi
ness enterprise will have a field day with this 
document. I wish to read just one page 
from this report, which clearly shows the 
unfavorable light in which American enter
prise is placed. I shall now read from page 
3 of the document: 

"3. ADMINISTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS 

"During the course of the period since 
January 1, 1953, the Antitrust Division of 
the Department of Justice had brought 
through July 1954, a total of 55 new cases, 
of which 29 have been criminal proceedings, 
and the remaining 26, civil cases. These 
cases cover a broad variety of industries as 
well as of types of restraints. A majority of 
them have been directed at traditional viola
tions of the antitrust statutes such as price
fixing, allocation of customers or territories, . 
and boycotts. As an example, a criminal case 
and a separate civil action were filed 
against four pencil manufacturers charging 
a price-fixing conspiracy, including collusive 
bidding on Government contracts.34 In an
other instance, four distributors of toilet 
goods, perfumes, and cosmetics were charged, 
in a separate action filed against each com
pany, with attempting to restrain trade, 
through misuse of the United States trade
mark laws, by preventing goods produced by 
their foreign affiliates from being imported 
and sold in this country through competi
tors.35 

"Several important cases having interna
tional as well as domestic significance have 
been brought against monopoly or monpo
listic practices of dominant companies in 
their respective fields. One of these, filed on 
October 9, 1953, charges the American 
Smelting & Refining Co. and St. Joseph Lead 
Co., with a conspiracy to monopolize and 
restrain trade in primary lead.30 The case 
charges the companies with collaborating to 
preempt supply sources of raw material, to 
limit the marketing opportunities of com
petitors and to restrict overall domestic pro
duction of lead ore. On April 21, 1953, a 
complaint was filed against five leading 
United States oil companies charging tin
lawful agreement to secure and exercise con
trol over foreign production and supplies of 
petroleum and its products, to regulate im
parts into the United States in order to 
maintain an agreed level of domestic world 

34 U. S. v. American Lead Pencil Co., et al. 
(Civ. 73-54), civil complaint and final judg
ment, 2 copies enclosed; criminal action, 
copy enclosed. 

35 U. S. v. Parfums Corday, Inc. (civ. 93-
268), complaint, copy enclosed. LanVin Par
fums, Inc. (civ. 93-269), complaint, copy en
closed. Guerlain, Inc. (civ. 93-267), com
plaint, copy enclosed. Empro Corp. (civ. 
93-270), complaint, final judgment, copy en
closed. 

au U. S. v. American Smelting and Refining 
Co. and St. Joseph Lead Co. (civ. 88-249), 
complaint, 2 copies enclosed. 

prices, and to divide foreign producing and 
marketing territories.37 The complaint 
charged further that some thirty jointly 
owned companies were created· to give effect 
to these arrangements." 

You will note the reference to a price
fixing conspiracy, collusion, and the state
ment that a criminal case was instituted. 
I am sure that the representatives from the 
Soviet Union will be happy to have this offi
cial report of our Government to use for 
propaganda purposes. 

This report also recites actions recently 
instituted under the 1950 amendments of 
section 7 of the Clayton Act. This statement 
is meaningful to those of us who are familiar 
with this legislation, but in the form in 
which the report is presented, it has no 
meaning whatsoever to other count.ries who 
will receive it through the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council. 

Our present able delegation to the Council 
has sutlicient difficulty in presenting the 
merits of the American free-enterprise sys
tem without having to be confronted with 
a report placing American business enter
prise i:n a most unfavorable light in such 
a forum. · 

On October 21, 1953, I testified before the 
Subcommittee on Minerals, Materials, and 
Fuels Economics of the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, of which the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Nevada was 
the chairman, and reviewed the steps which 
led to the convening of the conference at Ha
~ana. After outlining the State Depart
ment's 1945 proposals, I said that they rep
resented a bold move in the direction of 
world government and threatened the meas
ures of security in which I have been par
ticularly interested throughout my entire 
adult lifetime. 

The report of this ad hoc committee on 
Restrictive Business Practices, which will be 
before the Economic and Social Council this 
spring; included this sta-tement which con
firms the fears I expressed at that time: 

"Governments have long since come rea .. 
listically to accept the concept that different 
types of trade barriers must be dealt with 
at a different pace and through different 
organizational arrangements. For examp:e, 
the International Monetary Fund, which is 
charged with the problem of dealing with 
exchange restrictions, was established sev
eral years before any organization had been 
set up to deal with the problem of import 
restrictions, the close companion of ex
change restrictions; and the General Agree
ment on Trade and Tariffs was established 
without any parallel organization with re
spect to restrict! ve business practices. Both 
the International Monetary Fund and the 
General Agreement, in turn, were created 
at a time when no formal arrangements had 
been developed for continuous consideration 
of commodity agreements and commodity 
allocations, problems which are intimately 
related to trade-barrier problems. In each 
of these fields, notwithstanding their inter
relationships, machinery for international ac
tion was developed at its own pace and in its 
own form. The problems of liaison and 
consistency of pace have proved far less dif
ficult in actuality than in the abstract. A 
common core of membership in these groups, 
supplemented by the enterprise of the secre
tariats, by arrangements similar to those 
provided in article 9 of the draft agreement, 
and by . a few formal ties, have created a 
reasonably workable system." 

I am confident that the steps which have 
already been taken by the Eisenhower ad
ministration to repudiate chapter VI of the 
Habana Charter through our nonparticipa
tion in the Trade Stabilization Commission 
will be repeated at the forthcoming session 
of the Economic and Social Council when, 

3 7 U. s. v. Standard Oil Co . (New -Jersey) 
et al. (civ. 88-27) complaint, copy enclosed 
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I sincerely hope, we will withdraw from any 
further participation in this group designed 
to implement chapter V of the rejected Ha· 
bana Charter. 

Aircraft Carrier Potential 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HENRY J. LATHAl\1 
OF NEW YORK 

IN TilE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, for the 
benefit of my colleagues, I wish to set 
forth in the REcoRD a most significant 
and enlightening article by James H. 
Smith, Jr., Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy <Air), which appeared in the Feb
ruary 1955 issue of United States Naval 
Institute Proceedings: 

MOBILE SEA BASE SYSTEMS IN NUCLEAR 
WARFARE 

It is increasingly evident that nuclear 
warfare is refocusing attention upon the 
need for a military force based on the high 
seas. Rather than diminishing the future 
value and need of a Navy, the advent of 
the atom, like that of the airplane, has 
reemphasized the importance of sea power. 

In modern warfare the offense has taken 
a commanding lead over the defense. This 
lead is a product ·or the nuclear weapon 
and its sharply increased lethal radius. 
Even so, a reasonable defense against nu. 
clear explosives might be devised, were it 
not for the tremendous increase in the speed 
of the vehicle" delivering the explosive. :The 
speed of these vehicles..:_whether they are 
today's supersonic jet bombers or tomorrow's 
long-range missiles-reduces the warning 
period before an attack and, consequently, 
the time in which we can bring our defense 
to bear. The destruction of the attacker is 
therefore up to defenses that are already in 
place. · 

A handful of men operating offensive nu. 
clear weapons today can do more damage 
than an entire army in the past, and they 
can do it at a distance of thousands of 
miles from their home base and within hours 
(ultimately, minutes) of the decision to 
attack. Even against a 90 percent effective 
defense-an almost incredible effectiveness 
level-they could probably achieve a rate of 
destruction critical to the defender. 

It would be hard to estimate what per· 
cent of effectiveness could be achieved by 
the defense against an enemy jet bomber 
attack. It is known that against future 
missiles of the improved V -2 type there is 
no practicable defense. Against those pros· 
pective missiles the only solution-and 
against today's weapons a more effective 
solution-is to destroy the bases from which 
they might be launched. 

These facts lead to several conclusions 
which appear valid for the medium-term 
future: 

First: The offensive can inflict devastating 
results despite any foreseeable defensive 
effort. • 

Second: The best defense is an overwhelm· 
ing counteroffense, directed primarily at 
the ba~es and sources of the enemy striking 
forces. 

Third: National security, unless one can 
be sure of striking first, lies in convincing 
an enemy that even if he. strikes the first 
blow, he cannot prevent an overwhelming 
and possibly fatal counterattack against his 
airpower and other nuclear weapons po. 
tentials. 

Since tt ts the consistent policy of the 
United States not to initiate preventive war, 
it is plain that our determent of war before 
it starts (and our survival if it does) depends 
on our ability to counterattack promptly and 
with great force and precision no matter 
how severe the enemy's initial attack. Such 
a defense requires two things: First, the 
United States long-range weapons and their 
delivery systems must remain adequate in 
numbers and second to none in quality. 
Second, the bases from which these weapons 
are launched must neither be nor appear 
to be vulnerable to an enemy's initial attack. 
'rhis last requirement cannot be overempha· 
sized. The present contest is not a game in 
which the aces are hidden. The enemy must 
know and know well that his best calcula· 
tions and best efforts cannot earn him im· 
munity from a blow of magnitude equal to, 
or greater than, that which he has attempted. 

Therefore the security of the base sys· 
tern from which our retaliatory attack is 
launched is a major concern of our military 
planners. To compensate for the limited 
range of our present bombers and missiles, 
we now have bases well advanced toward the 
enemy targets. Yet fixed bases on foreign 
soil in close proximity to the enemy cannot 
always be used-because of problems of 
sovereignty. Nor can they be defended ade· 
quately. In these advanced locations they 
offer the most obvious, immovable, exposed 
targets for surprise attack by relatively short· 
range enemy nuclear weapons. 

The concentration of all the services on 
increasing the range of our weapons steadily 
reduces our dependence on bases near the 
target. However, a corresponding increase 
in range o! enemy weapons would also make 
·even our immovable home bases vulnerable 
to sudden overwhelming attacks which could 
prevent our counterattack. 

In a recent magazine article Gen. Charles 
A. Lindbergh pointed to the vulnerability of 
airbases as a weak spot in our atomic de
terrent potential. He emphasized the 1m· 
portance of decentralizing and scattering our 
bases to prevent their simultaneous destruc· 
tion. He assumed quite logically that we 
cannot conceal the location of our land bases 
from enemy intelligence agents. 

On the other hand, sea bases can be readily 
decentralized and scattered and their loca. 
tion cannot be predicted by the enemy. This 
is of great importance because long-range 
pilotless missiles such as those developed 
from German V-1 and V-2 types (which will 
be among the major threats to our fixed land 
bases in the future) cannot be used effec· 
tively against moving targets. This is a 
fundamental weakness inherent in the 
guidance problem for very long-range mis
siles. This weakness confers a very great 
advantage on the nation that invests a good· 
ly share of its deterrent and retaliatory po
tential in forces operating from mobile bases. 

It is therefore submitted that: 
1. Our defense in nuclear warfare must be 

based primarily on a well-advertised ability 
and intention to counterattack with over· 
whelming force. 

2. For maximum assurance against a sur
prise attack, at least a part of the United 
States counterattack potential must be de· 
centralized and dispersed far and wide on 
moving bases. This might be called an ulti· 
mate or an additional deterrent, supplement· 
ing our fixed-base striking forces. In any 
event it is so important that if we did not 
have mobile sea bases we should be forced to 
invent them. Fortunately we have them. 

The most practical moving base for an of· 
fensive weapon today is that which moves on 
water. There are several .such bases. It can 
be a surface ship such as the carrier or it can 
be a submarine from which aircraft or mis· 
siles are launched, or simply the sea itself 
from which seaplanes supplied by mobile 
tenders operate against the target. Moving 

bases may -eventually shift to the air, but 
such a development requires endurance in 
aircraft beyond anything presently in sight. 
For today's use, inventing an American mo· 
bile deterrent force for the atomic age is not 
necessary. Because the Navy has not lost 
sight of the strategic and tactical value of 
mobility which the sea provides, naval power 
stands squarely in the road to meet future 
national strategic requirements. 

On this faith in the enduring virtues of 
mobility the American carrier striking force 
was founded. That force is mobile deterrent 
power today. Furthermore, carrier forces 
have the additional virtue, uncommon these 
days, of diverting enemy intentions and 
weapons away from our populated areas and 
out to sea. This is extremely important 
when considering such things as radioactive 
"fallout." 

The mobile deterrent forces the United 
States will need must have three characteris· 
tics. First, they must have the ability to deal 
devastating blows precisely-a high rate of 
destruction against the enemy's striking 
power. Second, they must be self-sustaining 
for periods sufficient to render overwhelming 
injury to the enemy, so that even if our shore 
bases are destroyed they can still continue 
from the far seas to hurl destruction at the 
enemy's military vitals. Third, although in· 
vulnerable to long-range pilotless missiles, 
they must still be defensible against the mod· 
ern humanly guided weapons. 

Those are the three characteristics which 
must mark the carrier striking forces of to· 
day and tomorrow. 

Future carrier striking forces can be visu· 
alized as a handful of large ships able to 
maintain high speeds in all sea conditions
say, 3 carriers, 7 guided missile cruisers, and 
2 high-speed ·resupply ships per task force. 
Thill small task force may be contrasted with 
the 100-ship Task Force 58 of World War II 
and its many dozens of logistic support 
shtps. This handful of a dozen ships will be 
far more economical, yet more powerful and 
more mobile. The ratio of punch to over· 
head will be tremendously improved. 

This mobile force will be spread out over 
an ocean area the size of the State of Maine. 
It will be so widely dispersed· that no single 
weapon, of any size now visualized, can seri· 
ously damage more than 1 ship. 

Such a force would pack a very great of· 
fensive punch. It would include aircraft 
able to deliver large yield weapons under all 
weether conditions against enemy bases 1,500 
or more miles distant. It would have other 
smaller, supersonic aircraft, each able to de· 
liver in the medium ranges a weapon large 
enough to knock out an opposing air base 
or missile site. Coordinating with such car. 
rier forces will be advanced forces of 
nuclear-powered submarines, launching 
atomic missiles against targets at relatively 
short ranges. 

These forces would be self-sustaining for 
some 30 days of war operations, a long time 
in terms of atomic war. Most of the ships 
would have nuclear propulsion. Aviation 
fuel and weapons resupply would come from 
the 2 fast supply ships traveling with each 
task force. 

Because of the dispersion of the force's 
ships and the range of its weapons, such a 
carrier force could exert a tight and exclusive 
control over an area of 60,000 square miles-
the 6 New England States rearranged into 
a circle 275 miles in diameter. An enemy 
vessel or aircr~ft would approach that area 
at its peril and few would live to penetrate 
even part way to its center. 

In the past, fast carrier task forces have 
been satisfied to have 1 or 2 cracks at the 
enemy attackers. Antiaircraft and anti
submarine defenses have been tightly con
centrated around the carriers for n1utual 
reinforcement. Combat air patrols were dis· 
patched to break up enemy attacks 50 miles 
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out. ~galnst the Japanese this was. enough. 
In 1 d,ay alone-the· Marianas turke·y· shoot
the Japanese threw 545 aircraft against such 
a formation and had .366 .shot down. Against 
nuclear attacks even this high perfor~ance 
is unacceptable, even though it is not ex
pected that the mobile deterrent force would 
face such numbers. 

Against air attack, the future carrier force 
would have a defense system unrecognizable 
when compared to that of our World War II 
task force. Short range antiaircraft weap
ons would be absent because they have been 
made obsolete by the distance from target to 
release point in modern high-speed bombing. 
Instead, defense against air attack would in 
great part depend on medium range guided 
missiles carried aboard the cruiser missile 
ships. Nuclear warheads would be available 
for missiles fire<;l against large bomber forma
tion&, should the enemy be unwise enough to 
concentrate his aircraft. 

Against enemy submarines there would be 
concentric rings of warning and defense, pro
vided primarily by helicopters based on the 
guided-missile cruisers. The outer ring 
would be effective many miles from the car
riers. Nuclear · antisubmarine weapons 
would also be available. The use of destroy
ers will be entirely different from the pro
cedure of World War II and probably none 
would be employed in a carrier task force. 

This exploration of .the potential capabili
ties of future carrier defense has been men
tioned in some detail because of the prevail
ing feeling that carriers are easy to sink. 
Those who share that feeling fail to distin
guish between putting a carrier out of action 
and stopping the.carrier force as a whole. In 
the defense of the modern carrier task force, 
the objective will be to stop all attackers be
fore they reach release position. A failure 
will not sink the entire force, although it 
may knock out any one ship. 

But .the unpleasant fact of nuclear war is 
that today pract!cally everything is vulnera
ble, particularly airfields. Nuclear tests tell 
us exactly what size atomic bomb is required 
to lower the center of any man-made runway 
in the world to a depth of 100 feet. Any run
way so attacked will stay sunk. But it is ob
vious that of the two bases-fixed and mo
bile-the latter has a far greater chance of 
survival. 

The sea base, moreover, has other import
ant advantages~ 

First, it enjoys unobstructed radar vision. 
Second, the location of that sea base can

not be predicted. The location of the carrier 
force will not be a secret, but within its vast 
dispersed control area tl;le carrier location 
will be obscure. Moreover, the carrier task 
force's defense system will be especially 
designed to limit enemy reconnaissance. 

Third, the sea base's offensive punch would 
be used to stop attacks at their source-the 
enemy's bases-using the full advantage of 
our mobile basis against their fixed bases. 
The ace we do not mind showing is that we 
Will know course and distance to their fixed 
bases in advance, while they will not know 
the exact whereabouts of our mobile bases. 

Such a carrier task force is the application 
of atomic capabilities in an exacting blend 
of air and sea power, of carrier-based fight
ers relying on warning and contrbl furnished 
by cruisers, of warning and antisubmarine 
helicopters operating from cruiser decks, of 
carriers poised behind cruiser-launched mis
sile umbrellas, and of all ships in turn de
pending on the effective destruction of en
emy forces and bases by carrier-based bomb
ers and submarine-launched missiles. It is 
the logical development of sea-air power in 
the atomic age. This would be our primary 
mobile deterrent force for the age of long
range missiles. It is a force which the Navy 
must perfect -before that age comes, and 
which, though it would not escape un
scathed, would have a most favorable ex-

change r~te in a battle as well as the power 
of diverting the enemy forces from our 
homeland. 

This future carrier force has been projected 
to demonstrate that the c.arrier has not yet 
reached its ultimate development as a major 
weapons system. Further, the principle of 
the mobile air base, which it exemplifies, 1s, 
of necessity, experiencing a resurrection 
among exponents of airpower. 

In addition to the carrier, there will be 
other mobile deterrent .forces to strengthen 
United States strategy in the age of missiles. 
Very long-range missiles launched from sub
marines and surface ships constitute one 
fruitful line of advance. Also promising is 
the long-range attack seaplane. This has an 
additionai advantage which the carrier force 
lacks-seaplane forces can be widely dis
persed overseas in many small, relatively in
-expensive units, in areas where maintenance 
of other forces would be too costly. The ap
pearance of modern United States seaplanes 
in an area thousands of miles from American 
soil could establish a threat to an enemy's 
flank and require a diversion of his defenses 
from other fronts. 

The seaplane can soon be given the speed 
and altitude and load-carrying capabilities 
of land-based jet bombers. It can be given 
the ability to operate from any sheltered 
bay, gulf, lagoon, and estuary having water 
depth of a few feet. It can be given the ca
pability to land in semisheltered sea areas 
adjacent to the enemy's shore, refuel, rearm, 
and replenish from a waiting submarine and 
proceed on its · mission. It need not return 
to the area whence it departed. With these 
capabilities it could deliver powerful weap
ons to vital target:s, yet operate from a mobile 
base well removed from threat of heavy at
tack. The operating base, a seaplane tender 
far to the rear, can be given missile and 
helicopter defenses against light air and sub
marine attack. It can be moved frequently 
to foil enemy attack; no advance preparation 
is needed and no expensive facilities are left . 
b~hind as improvements to someone else's 
property. Nor are the sabotage and espi
onage problems as great for a floating base. 

With perhaps half a dozen seaplanes, a 
single tender, and a pair of_ logistic subma
rines, an integrated force could be provided 
that an enemy could not ignore. Once nu
clear propulsion can be fitted to the sea
planes-and for this they appear ideally 
adapted-the submarines could be dispensed 
with and the tender base moved still farther 
back out of attack range. 

Use of a proper seaplane force is good de
ployment-an essential to nuclear warfare. 
It permits tomorrow's Navy to attack from 
unpredictable directions and to dilute, di
vert, and divide an enemy's attacking forces. 

It is therefore submitted that, first, sur
vival of the United States requires a sup
plementary reserve of nuclear striking power 
which can be launched from mobile bases 
and, second, the Navy's development of 
weapons systems employing sea and air pro
vides such power in natural course. It is im
portant to no_te also that such naval forces 
can be equally effective in both nuclear war 
ttnd nonnuclear war. This permits us to ap
ply the type and degree of power appropriate 
to the situation and avoids the predicament 
of being unable to use force when necessary 
because the only force available is too great 
for the circumstances. 

Whether or not we become engaged in lim
il;ed wars in the future, there will be jobs to 
do which may not involve all-out nuclear 
assault on the enemy's sources of military 
strength. Allies must 'be supported, sup
plied, and in some cases fed, and our own 
raw material needs must be met. And so 
transports, both surface and air, must flow 
safely across the oceans. Perhaps tactical 
air support for ·hard-pressed allies must also 
be provided, without atomizing a friendly 
population. It is likewise conceivable that 

in the later phases of a nuclear war the 
patterns of a nonnuclear, conventional war 
may return. 

In any event these naval striking forces 
have the dual capability for both types of 
war. Most of the existing fleet was designed 
for the nonnuclear, and successfully so, as 
the Pacific wars have shown. New construc
tion, modernization, and modifications will 
continue to be adapted to the atomic. But 
they will retain tl.leir flexibility however the 
issue may be joined. Mobility makes them 
irreplaceable as a safety factor today; the 
same mobility and flexibility spell economy 
in a world where the exact place and nature 
of the next threat cannot always be antici
pated. They . will be replaced only by weap
ons of greater mobility, speed, and range. 

The United States must face up realisti
cally to the problems and requirements of 
nuclear war. As a first P:t;iority, varied types 
of striking forces must be adequately main
tained which alone can deter nuclear war
fare, and which alone can be decisive in the 
first phase · of such a war if it comes. A 
reasonable effort must also be devoted to 
home defense and to the support of our over
seas commitments; even though the defen
sive is not decisive, the enemy cannot be left 
an open invitation to move unopposed. 

If adequate strength is to be maintained 
in this critical area while supporting a rea
sonable civil economy, there must be a con
stant re-examination of both the kind and 
the .qualities of forces. Those types of 
weapons which give relatively less security 
per man or dollar-however useful they may 
be for specific purposes-must be questioned 
and reappraised. While the possible require
ments of limited war must not be neglected, 
the maintenance in peacetime of forces 
which in unlimited war could be useful only 
in the later stages, and might even be serious 
burdens in the early stages, must likewise be 
questioned. It must be appreciated that in 
nuclear war.it takes far fewer men to destroy 
at unheard of rates, and that it will take 
more and more men for reconstruction of 
industry, transport, and essential shelter. 

As the nature of war changes many of our 
present weapons and forces will inevitably 
become relics of history, including elements 
of the Navy and of naval aviation as well. 
All weapons systems must stand the tests of 
mobility, multi-purpose flexibility, speed 
and range, lethality, and the other attributes. 
Our obligation is to discard those which do 
not measure up and to accelerate the devel
opment of those which show promise. 

With this approach, the Navy has a future 
more vital and more demanding than ever 
before. 

Formosa: Risks and Strength 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the 
REcoRD, I include the following stat.e
ment: 

Speaking at the 25th anniversary of the 
Hoboken Club, Milford, yesterday, Congress
man PHILIP J. PHILBIN, of Clinton, hailed the 
Formosa policy as a long-overdue favorable 
change in United States foreign policy. 

"There are risks involved in the course we 
have selected," said PHILBIN. '!In fact there 
are risks whatever course we may follow be
cause we are living in a very dangerous world. 
But the alternative of appeasement and 

• 
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vacillation would constitute, in my opinion, 
a far greater risk. If we stand by, while 
world communism directed from Moscow 
conquers one nation after another by force 
and insidious conspiracy, the time would 
ultimately come when we would be out
flanked militarily, economically, and in every 
other way. That would be a prospect of real 
peril. 

"The present situation is grave, but we 
are acting from a position of strength. Our 
own Armed Forces are in a high state of 
efficiency and the military and economic 
resources of the free world plus our power 
to strike, if attacked, with overwhelming 
nuclear force will continue to be the great 
deterrent to Soviet aggression. We must 
continue to build this great strength for 
the long haul. It will best guarantee the 
national security and the peace." 

The Congressman also touched briefly on 
present immigration laws which he said 
were working great inequities upon many 
American families and veterans who, despite 
their fine citizenship and loyal service, are 
prevented by law from having their rela
tives join them in this country. "There 
should be a rule of reason in these matters. 
These laws should be liberalized," he said. 

PHILBIN congratulated the members of the 
Hoboken Club who, he said, had conducted 
themselves in the best traditions of the 
Nation. "Your contributions to Milford and 
to the Nation in war and in peace represent 
the highest type of citizenship. And your 
devotion to the cause of your own people 
has heightened your allegiance to this coun
try. I wish you many more years of useful 
service and happiness," he concluded. 

They Who Have Sown the Wind-An Edi
torial Naming Harvey Matusow 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLYDE DOYLE . 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, by reason 
of unanimous consent granted me here
tofore so to do, I present the text of an 
editorial printed in the Christian Science 
Monitor on Thursday, February 17, 1955. 

In view of the fact that this editorial 
deals with Harvey Matusow, and with 
former Communist and self -styled wit
nesses, it would appear appropriate 
that I incorporate in these remarks part 
of a question and answer period on July 
2, 1954, when Harvey Matusow, he being 
the same person as is identified jn the 
editorial, testified before the House Com
mittee on Un-American Activities in the 
83d Congress. 

Mr. DoYLE. You have enumerated some 7 
or 8 boards or committees before which you 
have testified since February 1952. Before 
any of those boards or committees were you 
paid a professional fee for so testifying? 

Mr. MATUsow. Sir, yes; let me say 1, 2, 3, 
maybe 4, maybe 5 occasions, and that was 
the Subversive Activities Control Board, they 
gave me a fee of $25 a day and once before 
an Immigration Service had me in New York 
and I don't remember the individual, but 
they paid me a fee of $25. On a number of 
occasions when I received that fee I turned 
it over to a charity of some sort. 

• 

Mr. WALTER. That is the usual fee provided 
for by law. 

Mr. MATUSow. As the per diem? 
Mr. WALTER. That is provided by law. 

At the time Mr. Matusow said "I 
turned it over to a charity of some sort," 
I regretted I did not have time to have 
him name the charity of some sort. 

Also, his recent swearing that he lied 
and testified falsely before some Govern
ment committees, including the House 
Un-American Activities Committee, of 
which I am a member, further substan
tiates the position taken by me as a 
member of that committee; to wit, that 
said committee and all congressional 
committees must be increasingly on the 
alert to search and discover, so far as it 
is possible, the creditability of all wit
nesses before congressional committees. 
Certainly, Mr. Speaker, the earning of 
$25 a day, as earned by Mr. Matusow be
fore various Government boards and 
congressional committees, together with 
the fact that he, and also other similar 
witnesses, had recently testified that 
they had falsified in testimony before 
these boards and committees should 
make us all wary and most cautious 
about being placed in the position where . 
we are expected to fully believe and give 
full face to th~ir testimony. 

The above-mentioned editorial fol
lows:-

THEY WHO HAVE SOWN THE WIND 
Implications of the Harvey Matusaw re- . 

cantations continue to spread out like the 
ripples from a stone dropped into a pond. 

The admitted former-Communist and self
styled professional witness now declares un-. 
der cross-examination that he was hired to 
prepare black lists by at least two big ad_
vertising agencies and as a consultant on 
subversion by New York City's superintend
ent of schools, and that he made false ac
cusations. His testimony as a witness for the 
Department of Justice in several trials in
volving alleged Red activities he had pre
viously sworn was false. 

We cannot be sure that what he declares 
to be the truth now can be relied on any 
more than what he declares was false. That· 
remains to be proved. Nor does the re
cantation of one ex-Communist prove that 
all the Red apostates have given false testi
mony. But dependence upon paid informers 
is a risky business under any circumstances; 
retention by congressional committees and 
the Department of Justice of a string of 
them for use on call in a semipolitical field 
has made many people, no friends of the 
Reds, uncomfortable. 

Now to learn that at least one of them 
has been instrumental, presumably, in haz
arding, if not damaging, careers of actors, 
artists, and teachers confirms something we 
said over 3 years ago when the question was 
being asked, "Who's harmed except the Com
munists?": 

"The fact is that we are all harmed. The 
virus of indiscriminate suspicion has made 
everyone pause before the costs of free dis
cussion as Americans have known it. It has 
driven teachers to avoid classroom discus
sion of controversial subjects. • • • It has 
frightened legislators and other public of
ficials. • • • It has so blurred crucial dis
tinctions in the thinking of many people 
that real subversion is often confused with 
all sorts of useful leavening minority move
ments." 

Those who have sown the wind may now 
be feeling but the first faint gusts of a whirl
wind yet to be reaped. 

The Office of the President of the Ubited 
States 

I' 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EMANUEL CELLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 18, 1955 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my. remarks, I insert 
herewith the following speech I deliv
ered before the Consular Law Society 
on February 23, 1955: 

It is a singular honor to be appearing be
fore the Consular Law Society. I say "singu
lar" advisedly, since here I am facing the 
soul-chilling scrutiny of the expert. The 
Congressman envies the expert, and I often 
believe that the Congressman is called upon 
to have opinions on everything, conviction 
on nothing, and the little learning the poet 
Pope has dubbed dangerous. 

Nonetheless, I secretly confess to holding 
a dozen or so convictions, and it is on one 
of these to which I would like to address 
myself tonight. That is, the Office of the 
President of the United States. 

During my 32 years in Congress, I have 
watched 6 Presidents, each in his own way, 
define the Office of President: Harding, 
Coolidge, Hoover, Roosevelt, Truman, and 
Eisenhower. It is in this definition of the 
line that both weaves together and at the 
same time separates the executive and legis
lative branches of the Government, the line 
that is most generally and, I might add, m'ost 
loosely, called checks and balances, that each 
has differed; an·d it is in this difference of 
personal definition that has set, and con
tinues to set, the course of the ship of state. 

Where the President is fully aware that 
his office is the governing office of the coun
try, he accepts both the tones and the over
tones of power and the awful responsibility 
that goes with the possession of such power. 
Particularly is this true in the conduct of 
foreign affairs. He in the office of the Presi
dent is charged with that responsibility. 
The ultimate decisions must be his. You 
can no more separate the loneness and the 
loneliness of the man in this office than you 
could separate the tides of the ocean from 
the pull of the moon. The President who 
seeks to divest himself, in all good faith, 
from the loneness and loneliness of the of
fice, deserts the charges of responsibility that 
office has placed upon him. 

Undoubtedly today we have in our Chief 
Executive a man with the will to peace. If 
sincerity were the only quality the <?ffice of 
the Presidency demands, we could then say, 
without reservation, that the office had found 
its man. But I have come to believe that 
the office of the Presidency, as it is being 
defined by Mr. Eisenhower, has been invested 
with a much narrower meaning than was 
ever intended by the Founding Fathers. The 
office of the President is not that of adjudi- · 
cator, conciliator, or merely administrator 
in the sense o! delegating authorities and 
duties. It is not the echo of short-term pub
lic opinion. Nor is it merely the coordinate 
branch of the Government. 

In the relationship, for example, with the 
Congress, the Executive must realize that the 
Congress has many more explicit ways of 
curbing the Executive than the Executive 
has of curbing the Congress. The Congress, 
through its control of the purse strings, can 
check the Executive. Another· check lies in 
the investigatory powers of Congress. The 
Senate can halt the Executive by withholding 
consent and approval of treaties. The same 
is true of Presidential confirmable appoint.-
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mehts. While it is ' true that the· Executive
can veto a bill, the ultima,te power still lies in 
the Congress while it is in session by the 
overriding veto. But there is a vast area of 
power consciously not made explicit by the 
framers of our Constitution who were aware 
of the curbs placed on the Executive with
out corresponding; explicit c~rbs which the 
Executive could use in its relationship with 
the Congress, and it is in the use of this area 
that a President fails or succeeds in the gov
ernment of his country. 

It is because the fathers of this coun
try h ad an image of what the President 
must be to match the responsibility of the 
office-decisive, subtle, informed, and im
aginative-that this area of power exists. 
When the office of the President is filled 
with a man limited in the exercise of these 
qualities, the country must suffer. So it is 
today. 

We have had, unfortunately, too many. 
commissions and not enough· decisions. We 
have had a reliance on the resonant phrase: 
"dynamic massive retaliation"; "liberation"; 
"agonizing reappraisal", to catch the pub
lic mind. We have had to swing around 
from "liberation" to "containment." We 
have had an unleashing . and a re-leashing 
of the Chinese Nationalist troops on For
mosa. We have had decisions made, re
made, and un-made again, from . the first, 
decision that the Tachen Islands are vital 
to our defense to the un-made decision to 
evacuate the Tachens. We have had the 
deci.sion of defending Quemoy and the Matsu 
Islands through the promise of Secretary 
Dulles to Chiang Kai-shek and again through 
"implications" in Mr. Dulles' foreign policy 
statement of last week. Now we are not 
quite sure what the decision will be since 
the President's statement to the Senate on 
the Formosa resolution. We have had the · 
decis.ion to defend Dien Bien Phu and then 
the decision not to defend Dien Bien Phu. 

SENATE 
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Thou whose throne is truth, frail 
creatures of dust serving out our brief 
day on the world's vast stage, we would 
set our little lives in the midst of Thine 
eternity and feel Thy completeness flow
ing around our incompleteness, and 
around our restlessness Thy rest. 

As we face together the tasks of an
other week, we come asking that Thou 
wilt give us a rebirth of faith, because 
when faith dies the deepest meanings of 
our lives fold up their tents and disap
pear; but if faith returns, in ourselves, 
in others, and in Thee, then life again 
clothes itself with purpose and signifi
cance and we have treasures worth liv
ing and worth dying for. And so, paus
ing by this wayside shrine in prayerful 
penitence, we do not ask for easy lives, 
but for great reserves; we do not ask 
that our path should be smooth, but that 
we should never lose our direction or be
come dismayed. 

Make us ever mindful that upon the 
free soil of this continent our fathers, 
with holy toil, reared a house of faith 
hallowed by Thy name. Make us so to 
believe in America and so to add to its 
strength and stamina by _our own char
acters that we shall covet for the whole 
world its emancipating truth and light 

What was at first the relentless decision not 
to consider the Chinese Communist govern-· 
ment as either de facto or de jure, we now 
seek, through the language of the Formosa 
treaty and through the efforts of cease-fire, to 
bring ourselves to the point of acknowledg
ing the existence of two Chinese govern_. 
ments, one for the mainland and one for 
Formosa. 

I do not quarrel with .some of the deci
sions that have ultimately been made; I make 
only the point of the circuitous, contradic
tory routes that have been passed through 
to reach them. 

Perhaps the severest test placed upon the 
office of the Presidency is that of silence. 
In the delicate operations of negotiation 
upon which, perforce, the conduct of for
eign affairs must hinge, there are changes 
from day to day · which alter or amend 
earlier decisions. The volume and the com
plexity . of such exchange among govern
ments can be known to the President alone. 
The public cannot know what they are, 
nor should they. I am talking, mind you, 
of the day-to-day exchange among gov
ernments. Hence a dramatic announcement 
of policy must be watched lest it be tainted 
with the poison of prematurity. 

We have seen just such a public scramble 
relative to the now ex-Premier of France, 
Mendes-France. It was first the violence 
directed against him in the repudiation of 
EDC by France, and then the reassessment 
upon the completion of the Paris agreements. 
Our policy in the Far East has been paralyzed 
by public statements emanating from the 
White House. Good intentions are not a 
substitute for firmness, nor overeagerness 
for public approval a substitute for delicacy 
and imagination. 

This, of course, is not a brief for the with
holdi:hg of information from the public. It 
is, rather, a reminder that the hasty jump
ing into public print carries with it a danger 

in the midst of today's falsehood and 
darkness. We ask it in the dear Re
deemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of .Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
February 18, 1955, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
February 19, 1955, the President had ap
proved and signed the act (S. 145) to 
amend the wheat marketing quota provi
sions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tem:gore laid be

fore the Senate a message from the 
P.resident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which was referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

<For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) , 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 

1831 
that public opinion, unaware of new and 
subtle developments, may compel a rigidity 
in the operation of foreign affairs which new 
developments no longer warrant. This eager
ness for public announcement has already 
resulted in unnecessary confusion at home 
and abroad and has left the unwarranted 
impression that the United States leaps be
fore it looks. 

Hamilton has said it well in discussing the 
powers of the President: 

"In the article which gives the legislative 
powers of the Government, the expressions 
are, 'All legislative powers herein granted 
shall be vested in a Congress of the United 
States.' In that which grants the executive 
power, the expressions are, 'The executive 
power shall be vested in a President of the 
United States.' The enumeration ought 
therefore to be considered, as intended 
merely to specify the principal articles im
plied in the definition of executive power; 
leaving the rest to flow from the general 
grant of that power, interpreted in conform
ity with other parts of the Constitution, and 
with the principles of free government.'' 

It is well that those of us who are con
cerned with the conduct of government be
come increasingly aware of the relationship 
between the office of the President and the 
Congress of the United States. The indis
pensable factor must be Presidential initia
tive. There has been-unfortunately, I say, 
despite the fact I am a Member of Con
gress-a growing dependency upon congres
sional support, in the conduct of our foreign 
affairs particularly. If this tendency devel
ops to too great a degree, we shall find a rad
ical disturbance in the distribution of powers, 
an imbalance which bodes ill for the country. 

This growing imbalance can only be re
dressed by the man who, by the strength of 
his visions, understands the responsibilities, 
duties, and the powers of the office of the' 
President. 

clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill <H. R. 1) to extend the 
authority of the President to enter into 
trade agreements under section 350 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended: and 
for other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill <H. R. 1) to extend the 

authority of the President to enter into 
trade agreements under section 350 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and 
for other purposes, was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Comq1ittee on 
Finance. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

as a member of the United States delega
tion to attend the inauguration of the 
President of Cuba, and inasmuch as I 
shall be leaving for that purpose tomor
row morning, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may be excused from attendance 
on the sessions of the Senate beginning 
tomorrow, and for the remainder of the 
week. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, leave is granted. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 
unanimous consent, the Internal Security 
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